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RESOLUTION  24,  GENERAL  ASSEMBLY  OF  1937. 

JOINT  RESOLUTION  TO  PROVIDE  FOR  THE  APPOINT- 
MENT OF  A  COMMISSION  TO  MAKE  A  STUDY  OF 
CLASSIFICATION  OF  PROPERTY  FOR  TAXATION  AND 
EXEMPTION  OF  PROPERTY  FROM  TAXATION  IN 
NORTH  CAROLINA,  AS  AUTHORIZED  BY  THE  AMEND- 
MENTS TO  THE  CONSTITUTION  OF  THE  STATE 
ADOPTED  AT  THE  LAST  ELECTION. 

Whereas,  by  provision  of  the  Constitution  of  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  sixty-eight,  all  property  taxes  were  required 
to  be  levied  uniformly,  based  upon  true  value  in  money,  and,  in 
accordance  therewith,  all  laws  authorizing  or  levying  taxes  for 
the  State,  counties  and  municipalities  have  heretofore  been 
framed  upon  the  principle  of  the  equal  ad  valorem  basis ;  and, 

Whereas,  the  taxing  power  of  the  State,  counties  and  munici- 
palities is  now  subject  to  laws  enacted  pursuant  to  the  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  adopted  at  the  last  general  election, 
which  became  effective  on  November  twenty-fourth,  one  thousand 
nine  hundred  and  thirty-six,  authorizing  and  permitting  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly  to  enact  laws  providing  for  classification  of  pro- 
perty for  taxation ;  and 

Whereas,  the  introduction  of  the  principle  of  classification  into 
the  State's  taxing  system  by  the  enactment  of  laws  by  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly  in  pursuance  thereto,  demands  a  complete  and 
careful  study  of  all  of  the  taxing  laws  of  the  State,  counties  and 
municipalities  in  order  that  such  laws  as  may  be  passed  shall  be 
properly  constructed  and  with  due  regard  for  the  incidences  of 
such  taxing  laws,  the  economic  effects  thereof,  the  revenues  to 
be  produced  thereby  and  the  allocation  of  such  revenues  between 
the  State  and  all  of  its  subdivisions  having  the  taxing  power; 
and, 

Whereas,  the  Constitution  was  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
of  section  five  of  article  five  the  following :  "The  General  Assem- 
bly may  exempt  from  taxation  not  exceeding  one  thousand  dol- 
lars ($1,000.00)  in  value  of  property  held  and  used  as  a  place 
of  residence  of  the  owner" ;  and, 

Whereas,  a  careful  and  complete  study  of  the  effects  which 
may  follow  the  adoption  of  any  laws  which  may  be  enacted  un- 
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der  this  constitutional  authority  is  desirable  to  guide  the  General 
Assembly  with  respect  to  such  policies  as  it  may  adopt  with 
reference  thereto;  and 

Whereas,  the  General  Assembly  now  in  session  finds  it  impos- 
sible to  give  these  questions  the  careful  study  which  their  impor- 
tance demands;  Now,  therefore, 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives,  the  Senate  con- 
curring : 

Section  1.  That  a  commission  of  seven  members  shall  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  Governor  to  be  known  as  'The  Classification 
Amendment  Commission."  The  Governor  shall  designate  the 
chairman  of  said  commission,  and  said  commission  shall  organize 
as  soon  as  may  be  practical  following  the  adoption  hereof.  Mem- 
bers of  said  commission,  except  such  members  as  are  state  offi- 
cials, shall  be  paid  for  attendance  on  such  days  as  said  commis- 
sion is  in  session,  the  same  per  diem  as  members  of  the  Advisory 
Budget  Commission,  and  shall  be  allowed  travel  expenses  on  the 
same  basis  as  allowed  to  members  of  said  budget  commission. 

Sec.  2.  The  said  commission  shall  make  a  careful  investiga- 
tion of  all  matters  relating  to  the  classification  of  property  for 
taxation  or  exemption  of  property  as  authorized  by  said  consti- 
tutional amendment  and  shall  accumulate  such  information,  from 
a  careful  study  of  the  laws  of  this  and  other  states  and  statistical 
data,  or  any  other  sources,  which  may  be  considered  valuable  to 
a  complete  knowledge  of  the  subject  of  classification  of  property 
for  taxation,  the  revenues  which  may  be  derived  from  such  enact- 
ments, the  incidences  of  such  taxes  and  the  economic  effects 
thereof,  a  proper  division  of  the  revenues  which  may  be  derived 
therefrom  as  between  the  State  and  subdivisions  thereof,  and 
any  and  all  other  questions  which  may  be  of  value  to  the  General 
Assembly  in  considering  legislation  with  reference  thereto.  Said 
commission  shall  likewise  study  and  consider  the  effects  on  the 
State  and  its  subdivisions  and  the  people  thereof  of  exemption  of 
property  from  taxation  which  may  be  authorized  by  the  General 
Assembly  under  the  amendment  to  article  five,  section  five  of  the 
Constitution. 

Sec.  3.  Said  commission  shall  on  or  before  September  first, 
one  thousand  nine  hundred  and  thirty-eight,  make  a  report  to 
the  General  Assembly  of  its  investigations  or  findings  and  such 


recommendations  as  it  may  make  for  changes  in  existing  laws 
or  enactment  of  other  laws  to  carry  into  effect  such  recommenda- 
tions. 

Sec.  4.  Such  commission  with  the  approval  of  the  Director  of 
the  Budget  may  employ  such  clerical,  stenographic  and  other  as- 
sistance, and  purchase  such  equipment  and  supplies  as  may  be 
deemed  necessary  to  perform  the  duties  herein  imposed.  It  shall 
also  be  authorized  to  have  printed  for  distribution  its  report  re- 
quired by  this  Resolution,  one  copy  of  which  shall  be  sent  to  each 
member  of  the  General  Assembly,  and  make  such  other  distribu- 
tion thereof  as  may  be  deemed  proper.  All  expenses  incurred, 
when  approved  and  authorized  by  the  Director  of  the  Budget, 
shall  be  paid  from  the  Contingency  and  Emergency  Fund. 

Sec.  5.  This  Resolution  shall  be  in  full  force  and  effect  from 
and  after  its  ratification. 

Ratified  this  the  5th  day  of  March  A.D.  1937. 


Report  on  Property  Classification  for  Tax  Purposes 
and  Homestead  Tax  Exemption 

I.    Introduction 

The  appointment  of  the  Classification  Amendment  Com- 
mission was  authorized  by  Resolution  24  of  the  1937  General  As- 
sembly, the  text  of  which  is  printed  with  this  report.  Its  mem- 
bers were  duly  appointed  by  the  Governor  and  met  and  organized 
in  Raleigh  on  July  15,  1937.  At  that  time  the  Commission  select- 
ed its  Executive  Secretary,  who  began  his  duties  on  August  1, 
1937. 

It  was  obvious,  from  the  beginning,  that  the  Commission 
would  not  have  sufficient  resources  and  facilities  to  permit  ex- 
tensive practical  research  into  all  phases  of  the  classification  of 
property  for  tax  purposes,  as  the  possibilities  of  classification 
are  virtually  limitless.  Accordingly,  the  Commission  decided  to 
confine  its  activities,  in  the  main,  to  three  lines  of  research; 
namely,  homestead  exemption,  classification  of  forest  lands,  and 
classification  of  intangibles,  all  of  which  had  been  begun  or 
strongly  advocated  in  the  State. 

At  the  time  the  Governor  appointed  the  Commission,  he  re- 
quested it  to  report  on  any  phase  of  the  tax  system  in  which  it 
might  become  interested.  Pursuant  to  this  authority,  the  Com- 
mission desires,  at  a  later  point  in  this  report,  to  call  attention 
to  several  additional  matters  relating  to  the  property  tax,  but  it 
has  conducted  no  major  research  program  in  connection  with 
them. 

Available  to  members  of  the  General  Assembly,  upon  re- 
quest, is  a  report  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Commission  which 
outlines  the  extent  to  which  classification  of  property  for  pro- 
perty tax  purposes  is  employed  in  other  states.  It  can  be  seen 
from  this  report  that  other  states  have  used  the  classification 
power  to  accomplish  purposes  not  connected  with  the  three  spe- 
cial topics  primarily  considered  by  the  Commission.  The  Com- 
mission recommends,  however,  that  before  the  General  Assem- 
bly of  this  State  attempts  to  use  its  classification  power  for  any 
purpose  not  connected  with  these  three,  it  call  upon  some  State 
agency,  temporary  or  permanent,  for  preliminary  study  of  the 
proposals.  A  specific  tax  measure  may  be  wise  and  successful  in 
one  state  and  yet  fit  very  badly  into  the  different  tax  structure 
of  another  state. 
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II.    Homestead  Tax  Exemption. 
A.    The  Situation  in  Other  States.1 

Some  form  of  homestead  tax  exemption  has  been  advocated 
in  virtually  every  state  in  the  Union,  and  in  recent  years  specific 
proposals  have  been  before  the  legislatures  or  the  voters  in  more 
than  half  the  states.  The  problem  is  not  one  peculiar  to  North 
Carolina. 

Thirteen  states  have  granted  some  type  of  exemption  or  pre- 
ferential treatment  to  homesteads  for  tax  purposes.  Four  of 
these  (Alabama,  Arkansas,  South  Dakota  and  Texas)  have 
granted  exemptions  for  state  tax  purposes,  but  have  granted 
neither  exemptions  nor  preferences  for  local  tax  purposes.  This 
group  of  states  is  not  of  particular  interest  to  North  Carolina,  as 
this  State  levies  no  property  taxes  on  homes. 

In  the  remaining  nine  states  the  exemption  or  preference 
affects  some  or  all  local  property  taxes.  Four  of  these  have  creat- 
ed special  funds  to  reimburse  local  governments  for  their  lost 
taxes. 

In  Iowa  the  first  $2,500  of  tax  value  of  each  owner-occupied 
home  is  eligible  to  participate  in  the  homestead  concessions.  The 
special  fund  consists  of  revenues  produced  by  the  retail  sales  tax 
and  the  net  income  tax,  less  administrative  costs  and  specific  ap- 
propriations for  old  age  pensions  and  emergency  relief.  When  the 
total  of  the  fund  becomes  known,  it  is  determined  what  tax  rate, 
applied  to  all  eligible  homestead  valuation,  would  raise  the  total 
of  the  fund.  The  actual  tax  rates  on  the  homesteads  are  then  re- 
duced by  that  figure,  payment  in  equivalent  amounts  being  made 
from  the  fund  to  the  local  units.  If  a  particular  local  tax  rate  is 
less  than  the  rate  to  be  credited,  the  home  owner  in  that  county 
saves  the  entire  tax  on  his  legal  homestead  ($2,500  maximum 
value,  40  acres  maximum  size),  but  the  local  government  receives 
no  more  than  would  have  been  produced  by  the  local  rate  on  the 


1  Those  interested  in  more  detailed  information  than  is  here  presented  concerning  home- 
stead tax  exemption  in  other  states  should  consult  the  following,  which  have  been  drawn 
upon  in  writing  the  Commission's  report:— 

"Exemption  and  Preferential  Taxation  of  Homesteads,"  Bulletin  No.  20,  National  Associa- 
tion  of  Assessing  Officers.   1313   E.   60th.  St.,   Chicago,   111. 

"Exemption  of  Homesteads  from  Taxation,"  by  J.  M.  Leonard  and  Rosina  Mohaupt,  Re- 
port No.   144,  Detroit  Bureau  of  Governmental  Research.   5135   Cass  Ave.,  Detroit,   Mich. 

"The  Effect  of  the  Proposed  Homestead  Exemption  on  Assessed  Value  and  Revenue  Re- 
ceipts of  Various  Units  of  the  State  of  Alabama,"  by  C.  H.  Knight,  Mimeographed  Series 
Number  6,  Bureau  of  Business  Research,   University  of  Alabama. 

"Homestead  Tax  Reduction  in  Iowa,"  Study  XVII,  Bureau  of  Business  Research,  State 
University  of  Iowa. 

"Homestead   Tax  Exemption,"   Research  Report  No.   41,   Kansas   Legislative   Council. 

"Report  of  a  Survey  of  Homesteads  in  the  State  of  Mississippi,"  Mississippi  State  Tax 
Commission,  June  20,  1938. 

"Analysis  of  1937  Assessed  Valuations  (with  Effect  of  Homestead  Tax  Exemption  during 
the  First  Year  of  Its  Operation),"  Bulletin  No.  29,   Oklahoma  Tax  Commission. 

"Report  of  the  Sub-Committees  on  the  Homestead  Exemption  Proposal  and  Taxation," 
State  of  Utah  Investigating  Committee  of  Utah  Governmental  Units. 
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legal  homestead  value.  Further,  the  fund  may  not  pay  the  units 
more  than  the  equivalent  of  a  rate  of  $2.50.  Under  this  system, 
the  Iowa  Bureau  of  Business  Research,  in  its  pamphlet,  "Home- 
stead Tax  Reduction  in  Iowa,"  published  in  September,  1937,  es- 
timated that  in  1938  the  average  urban  homestead  owner  would 
save  $36.53,  or  54%  of  the  taxes  on  his  homestead,  and  that  the 
average  rural  homestead  owner  would  save  $45.70,  or  the  entire 
tax  on  his  homestead  value. 

In  Louisiana,  a  special  fund  has  been  created  consisting  of 
the  revenues  from  a  cotton  exchange  tax,  net  income  tax,  liquor 
tax,  and  public  utility  gross  income  tax.  An  exemption  in  an 
amount  permitted  by  this  fund  is  granted  to  homesteads,  up  to 
a  maximum  of  $2,000  permitted  by  the  state  constitution.  The 
fund  is  used  to  reimburse  the  state,  the  parishes  (or  counties), 
the  special  districts  and  the  City  of  New  Orleans  for  the  taxes 
lost  on  the  exempt  valuation.  The  exemption  does  not  apply  to 
taxes  levied  by  other  cities  and  towns.  The  actual  exemption  ef- 
fected by  this  system  during  the  first  several  years  of  its  operation 
has  been  $1,000. 

In  Mississippi,  a  very  recent  law  exempts  $5,000  in  value  of 
each  homestead  from  state,  county,  district  and  school  property 
tax  levies.  County  and  district  debt  service  levies  are  excepted 
from  the  exemption.  The  revenue  lost  is  to  be  replaced  by:  (1) 
increasing  the  cigarette  package  tax  from  3c  to  4c;  (2)  increas- 
ing the  bottle  tax  on  beer  from  2c  to  2%c;  (3)  levy  of  a  lc  tax 
on  each  5c  cigar;  (4)  increase  of  the  state  ad  valorem  tax  on  re- 
maining property  from  40c  to  60c;  and  (5)  utilization  of  an  exist- 
ing state  surplus. 

Wyoming  grants  the  smallest  exemption  of  any  state  having 
an  outright  exemption — $500.  The  exemption  applies  to  all  pro- 
perty taxes  levied  by  all  governments,  regardless  of  the  purpose 
of  the  levy.  Replacement  revenues  are  provided,  at  least  in  part, 
from  a  fund  of  $300,000  appropriated  from  sales  tax  revenues. 

Undoubtedly,  as  between  various  plans  of  homestead  ex- 
emption or  preference,  the  plans  adopted  by  these  four  states 
would  receive  the  support  of  local  officials,  as  they  result  in  no 
great  revenue  problem  for  local  governments.  However,  all  the 
replacement  taxes  levied  in  three  of  these  states  (excepting  the 
cotton  exchange  tax  which  is  not  available  here)  are  already  be- 
ing levied  in  North  Carolina  and  their  proceeds  are  being  used 
for  general  State  purposes  (with  a  large  share  going  to  pay  pub- 
lic school  costs  which  constitute  a  local  burden  in  many  other 
states).   The   replacement  taxes  levied  in  Mississippi  would  be 
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available  here,  but,  in  so  far  as  they  involve  state  property  taxes, 
would  be  contrary  to  the  present  policy  of  this  State. 

In  West  Virginia  preferential  treatment  for  homesteads  was 
adopted  at  the  same  time  as  and  as  a  part  of  a  general  classifica- 
tion and  tax  rate  limitation  scheme.  All  property  is  divided  into 
four  classes,  and  the  overall  rate  limits  on  each  class  are  fixed 
at  50c,  $1.00,  $1.50  and  $2.00  on  each  $100  of  valuation.  Home- 
steads are  placed  in  the  $1.00  class,  whereas  other  rural  realty 
is  in  the  $1.50  class  and  other  urban  realty  is  in  the  $2.00  class. 
The  adoption  of  this  system  originally  caused  a  serious  fiscal 
problem  in  West  Virginia.  It  reduced  property  tax  revenues  from 
$44,000,000  in  1933  to  $27,000,000  in  1934;  it  caused  the  state  to 
increase  its  school  appropriation  from  $1,000,000  to  $11,500,000; 
it  caused  the  state  to  take  over  construction  and  maintenance  of 
secondary  roads ;  and  it  caused  the  levy  of  a  retail  sales  tax.  How 
much  of  this  can  be  attributed  to  preference  for  homesteads 
alone,  it  is  difficult  to  say.  However,  since  the  steps  taken  by 
West  Virginia  have  already  been  taken  by  North  Carolina  for 
other  purposes,  they  would  not  be  available  here  as  a  solution  for 
any  fiscal  problems  created  by  homestead  exemption. 

In  Minnesota,  homesteads  are  exempt  from  such  state  pro- 
perty taxes  as  are  levied  for  purposes  other  than  to  service  debts 
existing  before  the  granting  of  the  exemption.  However,  the  main 
feature  of  the  Minnesota  plan  is  preferential  treatment  rather 
than  exemption.  Homesteads  are  subject  to  all  property  taxes 
other  than  those  just  mentioned,  but  the  first  $4,000  of  value  of 
a  homestead  is  assessed  at  25%  of  true  value  if  urban  and  20% 
if  rural.  However,  this  is  not  so  much  of  a  concession  as  it  would 
be  in  North  Carolina.  Under  Minnesota's  very  comprehensive 
classification  system  other  realty  (including  homestead  value  in 
excess  of  $4,000)  is  assessed  at  40%  of  true  value  if  urban  and 
331/3%  if  rural.  Replacement  revenues  come  largely  from  in- 
creased property  tax  rates.  Since  part  of  the  valuation  of  every 
homestead  stays  on  the  tax  books,  every  home  owner  has  the 
amount  of  his  gross  saving  reduced  by  his  share  of  the  replace- 
ment taxes. 

The  remaining  three  states  follow  the  plan  of  outright  ex- 
emption. In  Florida  the  amount  is  $5,000,  in  Georgia  it  is  $2,000, 
and  in  Oklahoma  it  is  $1,000.  However,  in  not  a  single  one  of 
these  states  does  the  exemption  apply  to  all  types  of  taxes.  The 
Georgia  law  excepts  all  municipal  taxes  and  taxies  levied  to  ser- 
vice debts  existing  prior  to  adoption  of  the  exemption.  Florida, 
by  court  decision,  and  Oklahoma,  by  statute,  except  taxes  levied 
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to  service  debts  already  in  existence.  In  all  three  states  replace- 
ment revenues  are  left  to  the  local  units  to  raise,  which  presum- 
ably means  that  they  must  come  largely  from  additional  taxes 
on  remaining  property,  though  Florida  cities  have  experimented 
with  gasoline  taxes,  cigarette  taxes  and  license  taxes  (which 
North  Carolina  units  could  not  do  without  enabling  legislation). 

From  the  above  brief  summary  it  will  be  seen  that  only  three 
states  grant  homestead  exemption  or  preference  as  to  all  proper- 
ty taxes,  regardless  of  the  unit  by  which  levied  or  the  purpose 
for  which  levied.  Only  four  states  can  be  said  to  have  created  a 
serious  replacement  revenue  problem  for  their  local  units,  though 
one  other  (Mississippi)  obtains  part  of  its  replacement  revenue 
from  increased  levies  on  remaining  property. 

A  number  of  studies  of  varying  degrees  of  thoroughness,  simi- 
lar in  purpose  to  that  for  North  Carolina  submitted  with  this  re- 
port, have  been  made  to  determine  the  potential  effects  of  home- 
stead exemption  on  local  tax  values  in  particular  states.  Their 
findings,  of  course,  do  not  indicate  the  potential  results  in  North 
Carolina  with  anything  like  the  accuracy  of  the  study  submitted 
herewith.  Oklahoma  is  a  state  not  providing  replacement  reve- 
nues in  which  a  study  has  been  made  after  adoption  of  the  ex- 
emption. Of  course,  like  the  preliminary  studies  in  other  states, 
its  findings  cannot  be  taken  as  indicative  of  what  would  happen 
in  this  State.  However,  a  brief  reference  to  it  may  be  of  interest. 

In  its  Bulletin  No.  29,  the  Oklahoma  State  Tax  Commission  re- 
ported that  its  $1,000  homestead  exemption  removed  9.48%  of 
the  total  tax  valuation  of  the  state  from  the  tax  rolls.  As  would 
be  the  case  in  North  Carolina,  the  variation  as  between  counties 
was  very  marked,  though  not  quite  so  marked  as  in  this  State. 
The  Oklahoma  Commission  anticipates  that  the  exempt  valua- 
tion will  increase  materially  in  the  next  few  years,  because  it 
feels  that  a  number  of  home  owners  failed  to  take  advantage  of 
the  law  the  first  year  and  because  it  anticipates  that  a  number 
of  tenants  will  acquire  title  to  homes  (this  last  being  attributed 
to  the  combined  efforts  of  state  and  federal  governments  to  cor- 
rect the  evils  of  farm  tenantry).  However,  of  more  significance 
than  the  percentages,  from  the  standpoint  of  North  Carolina,  is 
the  following  comment  by  the  Oklahoma  Commission: 

"It  seems  clear  that  we  have  in  this  matter  of  homestead  ex- 
emption a  problem  which  will  become  more  perplexing  and  acute 
each  year.  But  the  situation  is  not  hopeless  by  any  means.  There 
remains  enough  taxable  property  in  Oklahoma,  if  scientifically 
assessed,  to  allow  local  governments  in  many  counties  to  continue 
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to  exist  even  though  home  ownership  should  increase  considerably 
in  the  future  .  .  .  And  if  the  homestead  exemption  movement 
should  so  reduce  revenues  as  to  force  a  consolidation  of  local  sub- 
divisions on  some  basis  of  greater  efficiency  and  economy,  or  the 
transfer  of  some  governmental  functions  from  local  to  state 
governments,  or  both,  the  net  result  will  not  necessarily  be  ini- 
mical to  the  welfare  of  the  people.  In  fact,  it  is  not  unlikely  that 
homestead  exemption  may  force  the  adoption  of  important  and 
highly  desirable  reforms  in  the  structure  of  government  in  Okla- 
homa— a  result  probably  farthest  from  the  thoughts  of  most  of 
those  who  initiated  and  voted  for  the  exemption  of  homesteads 
from  taxation.'' 

There  is  no  significant  study  showing  the  effect  of  homestead 
exemption  or  preference  in  any  state  in  terms  of  actual  increase 
in  the  number  of  owner-occupied  homes. 

B.   Arguments  for  and  Against  Homestead  Exemption. 
Arguments  for  Exemption. 

The  arguments  made  in  behalf  of  allowing  a  tax  exemption  on 
homesteads  or  lowering  taxes  on  homes  in  North  Carolina  have 
been  generally  presented  by  its  advocates  somewhat  as  follows : 

1.  The  1936  Homestead  Exemption  Amendment. — While 
admitting  that  this  Constitutional  Amendment  was  in  form  an 
authorization  and  not  a  mandate,  yet  the  fact  that  it  obtained 
the  largest  majority  ever  given  any  Constitutional  Amendment 
since  the  State  was  organized  is  offered  as  proof  that  the  General 
Assembly  should  seriously  consider  any  sound  plans  for  lighten- 
ing the  tax  burdens  of  small  home  owners. 

2.  The  Justice  of  Homestead  Exemption. — In  the  literature 
officially  issued  by  the  State  Commission  supporting  the  Home- 
stead Exemption  Amendment  in  1936,  the  chief  argument  for 
homestead  exemption  was  found  in  the  following  declarations:   . 

"Here  is  a  list  of  seven  kinds  of  taxes  levied  in  North  Carolina 
each  with  some  kind  of  ample  exemption — in  amount,  or  debt  or 
age.  Only  on  No.  8,  a  man's  home — the  most  sacred  and  essen- 
tial of  all  forms  of  property — no  exemption  for  any  amount  or 
any  debt  or  any  age  is  permitted: 

Kind  of  Tax  Now  (1936)  Exemption  or  Deductions 

Now  (1936) 

(1)  Personal  Property  $300 

(2)  Solvent  Credits  All  debts 

(3)  Incomes  $1,000  to  $2,000 

(4)  Inheritances  $10,000,  widow;  $5,000,  minor  child 
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(5)  Inheritances Life  insurance  $20,000  to  direct  heirs 

(6)  Poll  Taxes All  over  50  years  of  age 

(7)  Sales  Taxes  Basic  foods 

(8)  On  homes No  amount,  no  debt,  no  age 

3.  Comparative  Tax  Rates  and  Exemptions  as  of  1938. — Advo- 
cates of  homestead  exemption  further  assert  that  the  situation 
described  in  the  preceding  paragraph  was  worsened  by  addi- 
tional exemptions  granted  in  1937  so  that  (with  intangibles 
paying  only  State  taxes,  of  course,  and  real  estate  paying  local 
taxes)  the  average  rate  of  taxation  on  various  classes  of  prop- 
erty in  North  Carolina's  one  hundred  counties  is  as  follows: 

(1)  On  a  home  or  farm  no  owner  gets  any  exemption, 
and  for  each  $100  of  total  gross  assessed  value  he 
pays  an  unweighted  average  county  and  district  tax 
rate  (excluding  municipal  rates  and  district  rates 

collected  by  cities)  of $1.33 

Weighted  average  rate  for  same  taxes  is $1.07 

(2)  For  city  taxpayers,  the  additional  taxes  levied  by 
cities   for   themselves   and   city   districts   average 

(unweighted)   $1.06 

Average  city   rate   for   same   taxes   on   weighted 
basis  is  $1.32 

(3)  For  money  on  hand  the  owner  gets  $300  exempt, 

and  on  each  $100  of  the  remainder  pays 20 

(4)  For  accounts  receivable  $300  is  exempt  and  on  each 

$100  remaining  the  rate  is  25 

(5)  For  stocks  owned  $300  is  exempt  and  the  tax  rate 

for  each  $100  of  the  remainder  is 30 

(6)  For  notes,  mortgages,    and  bonds  $300  is  exempt 

and  the  rate  on  each  $100  of  the  remainder  is 40 

(7)  On  money  on  deposit,  the  rate  on  each  $100  is 10 

4.  Any  Effective  Plan  for  Lightening  Burden  on  Small  Homes. 

Advocates  of  homestead  exemption  ask  us  to  state  that 
they  are  concerned  primarily  with  relief  for  home  owners 
and  not  with  this  or  that  specific  method  of  relief.  Some  argue 
for  a  $300,  $500  (or  more)  straight  exemption  on  all  homes. 
Others  would  prefer  to  use  the  "classification  procedure"  and 
tax  at  50%  of  the  normal  tax  rate  the  first  $800,  $1000  (or  more) 
of  assessed  home  value,  thereby  levying  some  tax  on  all  homes, 
however  small.  Still  others  argue  for  a  straight  $300  exemption 
now  in  line  with  the  $300  granted  on  other  forms  of  property, 
with  a  50%  tax  rate  on  the  next  $1000  in  assessed  value. 
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5.  Now  Psychological  Time  for  Cooperation  With  Federal 
Government  in  Promoting  Home  Ownership. — There  is  every  in- 
dication that  even  a  small  exemption,  or  a  reduction  in  tax  rate 
on  say  the  first  $1000  in  value  of  a  home,  would  be  strikingly 
helpful  right  now,  it  is  asserted,  in  turning  North  Carolina's 
ever  mounting  tide  of  farm  tenancy  which  has  changed  us  from 
an  overwhelmingly  home-owning  people  in  1880  to  a  state  with 
49.2  per  cent  farm  tenancy  in  1930  and  which  may  soon  change 
us  to  a  predominantly  tenant  state  in  both  town  and  country. 
And  in  proof  that  tax  policies  may  help  reverse  this  tendency, 
Nathan  Mayo,  Florida's  Commissioner  of  Agriculture,  is  quoted 
as  saying:  ''Florida's  exemption  has  caused  thousands  of  families 
to  buy  and  build  who  had  never  owned  a  home."  With  the  Fed- 
eral government  already  promoting  home  ownership  in  both 
town  and  country  through  the  FHA,  USHA,  Federal  Land  Banks 
and  Farm  Security  Administration,  even  a  gesture  of  liberality 
on  the  part  of  our  North  Carolina  tax  system,  it  is  argued,  will 
have  all  the  tremendous  psychological  value  that  the  whole  busi- 
ness world  recognizes  as  potent  when  it  cuts  a  $2  price  to  $1.80 
or  a  $1  price  to  98  cents.  Even  a  small  indication  that  their  home 
state  is  willing  to  cooperate  with  the  national  government's  own 
far-flung  home  building  campaign  will  cause  many  a  young 
couple,  counting  pennies  in  an  effort  to  build,  to  decide  against 
renting  and  for  the  dignity  of  home  ownership. 

6.  Discrimination  Against  Poverty  and  Against  Farmers. — 

Farmers  and  farm  leaders  were  first  to  advocate  homestead  ex- 
emption in  North  Carolina.  They  assert  that  present  tax  policies 
constitute  a  serious  discrimination  against  agriculture  and 
against  our  poorer  citizens,  declaring  that  as  compared  with  busi- 
ness and  professional  men  the  farmer  has  by  far  the  largest  per- 
centage of  his  wealth  in  the  most  highly  taxed  forms  of  wealth 
(houses  and  land  with  an  unweighted  average  tax  rate  of  $1.33 
per  $100)  and  the  lowest  percentage  of  his  wealth  in  the  most 
lightly  taxed  forms  of  wealth  (money,  accounts,  stocks,  bonds, 
notes,  mortgages,  etc.,  with  a  tax  rate  ranging  from  10c  to  40c  on 
each  $100).  It  is  also  argued  that  holders  of  sound  mortgages, 
notes,  bonds,  etc.,  (1)  are  usually  more  able  to  pay  than  small 
home-owners  and  (2)  have  guaranteed  interest-income  while 
the  more  highly  taxed  small  farm  must  often  be  operated  at  a 
loss. 

7.  Of  All  Forms  of  Property,  Real  Estate  Most  Heavily  Taxed. 

— All  through  the  past,  it  is  also  argued,  real  estate  has  borne 
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more  than  its  fair  share  of  taxation,  not  only  by  reason  of  higher 
rates  but  for  other  reasons.  It  cannot  be  concealed  as  much  other 
property  has  been ;  it  always  gets  listed,  while  much  other  prop- 
erty does  not.  It  cannot  be  moved,  but  instead  must  "stand  and 
take"  levies  from  which  much  other  property  would  run  away. 

8.  Of  All  Forms  of  Real  Estate,  Small  Homes  and  Farms  Most 
Heavily  Taxed.  —  That  small  farms  and  homes  have  been  as- 
sessed at  a  higher  rate  than  large  homes  and  holdings  is  also 
positively  asserted  by  advocates  of  homestead  exemption,  who 
express  regret  that  this  Commission  did  not  find  it  practicable 
to  secure  satisfactory  data  on  this  subject;  they  allege  that  any 
thoroughgoing  North  Carolina  study  would  have  revealed  con- 
ditions not  unlike  those  found  in  South  Carolina  where  a  recent 
research  study  by  Clemson  College  showed  farms  worth  under 
$2,000  assessed  nearly  twice  as  high  in  proportion  to  their  sales 
value  as  farms  worth  over  $10,000,  Economist  G.  H.  Aull  say- 
ing: "Small  farms  are  often  assessed  at  two  to  four  times  as 
high  a  rate  as  large  farms."1 

9.  Taxation  of  Gross  Values  vs.  Net  Values.— Another  argu- 
ment especially  emphasized  in  the  campaign  of  1936  was  this: 
"Homes  pay  on  gross  values  while  many  other  taxes  are  only  on 
net  values.  If  a  man  owns  $10,000  in  notes  or  bonds,  and  owes 
$8,000,  he  returns  only  $2,000  for  taxation.  But  if  a  man  buys 
a  house  or  farm  for  $1,000,  paying  $200  cash  and  giving  his  note 
and  mortgage  for  the  remaining  $800,  he  is  compelled  to  pay 
taxes  on  the  entire  assessed  valuation  of  the  place.  On  a  $1,000 
home  a  man  might  even  owe  $900  but  be  taxed  for  a  full  $1,000 — 
$900  of  debt  and  $100  of  equity." 

10.  Home  Ownership  Promotes  Good  Citizenship.  —  Another 
argument  constantly  reiterated  in  1936  was  this :  "  'An  enduring 
agricultural  civilization  must  be  built  on  the  firm  foundation  of 
home  and  farm  ownership,'  says  President  Roosevelt.  The  man 
who  has  a  stake  in  the  community,  the  man  who  has  tied  him- 
self there  with  a  property-interest  that  cannot  be  moved  away 
— that  man  is  inevitably  more  interested  in  everything  that  af- 
fects the  reputation,  the  welfare,  and  the  standards  of  the  com- 
munity than  a  man  who  is  here  today  and  gone  tomorrow.  Such 
a  man  is  more  interested  in  law  and  order,  in  schools  and  churches, 
and  is  more  likely  to  be  a  law-observing  citizen.    Wholesome 


1  The  Commission  found  it  impossible,  with  facilities  available,  to  make  any  thorough 
similar  study  in  North  Carolina.  Several  attempts  were  made  by  the  Commission  to  secure 
information  bearing  upon  this  subject  by  methods  not  involving  extended  and  expensive 
research,  but  they  were  unsuccessful. 
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and  constructive  interests  are  developed  that  lead  away  from 
dissipation,  recklessness  and  crime.  Recent  statistics  from  Cha- 
tham County,  for  example,  report  that  'not  more  than  one-third 
of  the  population  are  tenants,  yet  they  commit  80%  of  its 
crime/  while  in  the  adjoining  county  of  Orange  it  was  found 
'the  landless  constitute  40%  of  the  population  but  commit  75% 
of  its  crime/  Against  the  Negro  landowners  of  the  two  coun- 
ties, it  was  added,  almost  no  crimes  were  charged,  as  against 
the  criminal  records  of  propertyless  Negroes  generally.  Because 
homeownership  is  so  essential  to  thrift  and  good  citizenship  no 
intelligent  state  can  afford  to  treat  a  home  as  it  would  a  brick 
kiln  or  a  filling  station  or  bowling  alley  as  being  of  no  especial 
concern  to  its  civilization.  It  should  not  give  homeowners  fewer 
exemptions  and  higher  tax  rates  than  other  forms  of  property 
but  the  reverse." 

11.  Home  Ownership  Increases  Tax  Values. — That  home  own- 
ership will  both  preserve  and  increase  taxable  values  (thereby 
directly  compensating  to  a  large  extent  for  exemptions  granted) 
is  also  declared  by  exemption  advocates:  "Let  any  man  make 
even  the  first  $250  down  payment  on  his  own  lot,  home,  or  farm, 
and  a  new  thrift  develops.  He  begins  to  save  for  the  next  pay- 
ment. He  becomes  interested  in  painting,  planting,  beautifying, 
terracing.  He  begins  to  enrich  the  soil  formerly  neglected  and 
let  wash  away.  By  better  houses,  richer  lands,  and  the  better 
market  for  real  estate,  we  may  actually  create  enough  new  tax 
values  to  offset  losses  from  reasonable  homestead  exemptions.,, 

In  this  connection  special  emphasis  is  laid  on  soil  conserva- 
tion. ' 'Millions  of  acres  of  North  Carolina  land  now  gullied,  galled, 
and  impoverished  because  their  cultivators  have  had  no  interest 
in  them  beyond  the  next  cotton  or  tobacco  harvest"  would  grad- 
ually be  restored  under  the  stimulus  of  home  ownership! 

12.  Home  Ownership,  Negroes,  and  Relief. — Especially  at  this 
time  when  there  is  a  powerful  tendency  on  the  part  of  both 
whites  and  Negroes  to  discard  all  thought  of  saving  and  depend 
instead  on  local  and  national  relief,  the  encouragement  of  home 
ownership  becomes  an  increasingly  sound  economic  policy.  And 
if  poorer  Negroes  and  poorer  white  people  in  some  areas  would 
seem  to  be  especially  favored  by  exemptions,  this  may  neverthe- 
less be  a  good  investment  for  the  10%  of  our  wealthier  people 
who  would  bear  a  slightly  increased  tax  rate — a  good  investment 
both  (1)  because  of  savings  on  ever  mounting  "relief '  expendi- 
tures and  (2)  because  homeowning  Negroes  and  others  will  be 
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less  easily  influenced  by  the  extremely  radical  organizations 
that  are  now  seeking,  even  here  in  the  South,  to  organize  the 
homeless  and  propertyless  groups.  It  should  also  be  remembered 
that  to  offset  any  seeming  advantage  that  might  accrue  to  our 
manifestly  more  thrifty,  and  apparently  more  law-abiding  Ne- 
groes who  have  bought  small  homes,  it  is  to  be  considered  that 
they  (1)  have  little  or  no  property  in  the  classifications  most 
lightly  taxed  in  this  state  and  (2)  that  through  sales  taxes  the 
State  collects  an  unusually  large  per  cent  of  their  total  incomes. 

13.  Helping  Counties  Bear  Losses  From  Homestead  Exemp- 
tions.— Advocates  of  reduced  taxes  on  homes  assert  that  the 
stress  and  strain  occasioned  to  tax-burdened  counties  may  be 
materially  relieved  by  various  forms  of  state  aid.  Among  these 
already  suggested  are  the  following: 

(a)  Elimination  of  exemptions  in  the  intangibles  tax  and  re- 
turn of  the  entire  tax  on  intangibles  to  local  governments,  with  a 
pro  rata  distribution  on  the  basis  of  population. 

(b)  Increased  rate  on  at  least  some  intangibles. 

(c)  Adoption  of  so-called  "luxury  taxes"  such  as  Mississippi 
and  South  Carolina  levy. 

(d)  Consolidation  of  county  government  functions  with  con- 
sideration to  consolidation  of  counties  having,  say,  less  than  $5,- 
000,000  in  property  values. 

(e)  Increased  income  and  inheritance  taxes. 

Also  admitting  that  tax  savings  will  almost  inevitably  be 
capitalized  to  some  extent  in  increased  real  estate  values,  it  is 
argued  that  both  this  artificial  increase  and  the  gains  in  tax 
values  claimed  in  argument  number  eleven  will  further  lighten 
the  strain  on  counties  and  municipalities. 

Summary.  Summarizing  their  arguments  in  a  paragraph,  ad- 
vocates of  homestead  exemption  (or  its  equivalent)  rest  their 
arguments  primarily  on  five  basic  contentions:  (1)  that  the  pre- 
sent tax  rate  on  homes  is  unjustly  high  compared  with  that  on 
other  forms  of  wealth;  (2)  that  our  present  sales  tax  bears  in- 
equitably on  the  poor  and  that  it  is  therefore  all  the  more  impera- 
tive that  our  property  tax  be  so  safeguarded  as  not  to  bear  un- 
justly on  poverty;  (3)  that  just  because  any  proposed  relief  to 
homeowners  would  still  leave  our  tax  system  imperfect  is  no 
sound  reason  against  granting  such  relief;  (4)  that  the  civic 
benefits  of  home  ownership  are  indisputable  and  that  even  a 
very  moderate  step  toward  lower  taxation  of  homes,  taken  in 
connection  with  Federal  efforts  to  promote  homeownership,  would 
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have  marked  psychological  as  well  as  economic  values;  and  (5) 
that  if  replacement  revenues  are  unavailable  or  inadequate  to 
provide  proper  relief  to  small  homeowners  who  would  chiefly 
benefit  by  exemptions,  then  a  moderate  increase  in  rates  on  gen- 
eral property  values  is  justified  (and  might  indeed  be  a  good 
investment  by  wealthier  citizens)  because  of  its  value  in  promot- 
ing thrift,  conservation,  good  citizenship  and  in  preventing  the 
spread  of  dangerous  radicalism  and  unrest  among  our  property- 
less  classes. 

Arguments  Against  Exemption 

The  arguments  against  homestead  exemption,  like  those  in 
favor  of  it,  represent  many  shades  of  opinion.  There  are  those 
who  are  opposed  to  exemption  of  any  kind;  but  many  students 
of  taxation  and  officials  with  less  extreme  views  have  expressed 
opinions  opposed  to  homestead  exemption  which  may  be  sum- 
marized as  follows: 

1.  Doubt  That  Exemption  Increases  Home  Ownership. — It  is 

contended  that  no  one  has  ever  been  able  to  prove  that  home- 
stead exemption  will  materially  increase  the  number  of  owner- 
occupied  homes,  though  the  burden  is  on  the  advocates.  It  has 
often  been  pointed  out  that  the  amount  a  prospective  home 
owner  could  expect  to  save  as  the  result  of  exemption  is  a  minor 
sum  by  comparison  to  the  total  amount  required  for  the  pur- 
chase of  land,  down  payment  on  the  house,  mortgage  interest, 
mortgage  amortization  payments,  and  fixed  charges.  Unless  it 
can  be  demonstrated  that  exemption  actually  increases  home 
ownership,  then  arguments  that  home  ownership  promotes  good 
citizenship  and  increases  tax  values  are  beside  the  point.  Those 
arguments  have  no  validity  unless  increased  home  ownership 
results  from  exemption  because,  if  home  ownership  tends  to 
make  good  citizens,  then  present  home  owners  have  already  had 
this  encouragement  to  become  good  citizens  and  do  not  need 
exemption  to  make  them  such. 

It  is  further  argued  that,  even  if  exemption  might  en- 
courage home  ownership  to  some  extent,  its  benefits  would 
necessarily  be  so  restricted  financially  that  those  it  would  re- 
move from  the  tenant  to  the  home-owning  class  would  be  a  com- 
paratively small  group  of  tenants  who  have  already  accumulated 
some  capital  or  who  have  much  better  earning  power  than  the 
average  tenant;  that,  therefore,  the  real  political  strength  of 
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the  exemption  movement  comes,  not  from  tenants  who  expect 
it  to  lift  them  into  the  home-owning  class,  but  from  present  home 
owners;  and  that,  consequently,  the  movement  is  essentially  a 
pressure  campaign  by  a  particular  group  of  taxpayers  seeking 
special  favors.  It  is  argued  that  the  exemption  advocates  them- 
selves recognize  this  when  they  say  they  "are  concerned  pri- 
marily with  relief  for  home  owners." 

2.  Differential  Tax  Rates,  Exemptions  and  Deductions.  —  A 

number  of  replies  have  been  made  to  the  arguments  of  exemption 
advocates  to  the  effect  that  homesteads  are  discriminated  against 
by  exemptions  given  to  tangible  and  intangible  personal  prop- 
erty, by  low  rates  levied  on  intangibles,  and  by  taxation  of  net 
intangible  values  as  compared  to  taxation  of  gross  home  values. 
These  replies  may  be  summarized  as  follows : 

(a)  The  $300  exemption  on  tangible  personal  property  ap- 
plies to  types  of  property  owned,  in  some  degree,  by  almost  every 
person  who  owns  property  at  all.  It  is,  therefore,  an  exemption 
for  the  benefit  of  all  small  property  owners,  as  distinguished 
from  homestead  exemption  which  benefits  only  one  class  (though 
it  might  be  argued  that  home  owners,  as  a  class,  are  more  likely 
than  non-home  owners  to  have  sufficient  personal  property  to 
receive  full  advantage  of  the  $300  exemption,  and  are,  there- 
fore, already  favored  by  it.) 

(b)  The  principal  groups  favoring  homestead  exemption  are 
also  strong  advocates  of  the  $300  exemption  for  tangible  per- 
sonal property.  It  is,  therefore,  inconsistent  for  them  to  attempt 
to  use  the  $300  exemption  as  an  example  of  unwarranted  dis- 
crimination which  necessitates  homestead  exemption. 

(c)  Classification  of  intangibles  for  taxation  at  lower  rates 
was  not  proposed  by  its  sponsors  as  a  measure  to  reduce  the 
total  taxes  paid  by  owners  of  intangibles.  It  was  proposed  be- 
cause the  attempt  to  tax  intangibles  under  the  general  property 
tax  had  broken  down,  as  it  has  in  virtually  every  state.  (In- 
tangibles constituted  but  little  more  than  3%  of  the  State  tax 
base  in  1937.)  If  the  revenue  estimates  made  by  qualified  ex- 
perts at  the  time  of  adoption  of  the  classification  law  had  proved 
correct,  owners  of  intangibles  as  a  class  would  have  paid  (and 
may  still  pay)  more  rather  than  less  taxes  than  they  paid  under 
the  old  system.  This  was  the  intention  of  the  sponsors  of  in- 
tangibles classification,  as  distinguished  from  that  of  homestead 
exemption  advocates,  who  frankly  seek  reduction  of  homestead 
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taxes  at  the  expense  of  other  taxpayers.  As  to  the  exemptions  writ- 
ten into  the  intangibles  law,  they  were  adopted  because,  under  the 
low  rates  provided,  valuations  of  less  than  $300  produce  such  small 
sums  that,  during  the  first  several  years  of  operation  of  the 
new  system,  they  would  have  unnecessarily  complicated  admin- 
istration without  materially  increasing  revenues.  As  far  as 
owners  of  large  amounts  of  intangibles  are  concerned,  the  mone- 
tary saving  effected  by  these  exemptions  is  completely  unimpor- 
tant to  the  taxpayers  themselves.  Probably,  as  State  administra- 
tion acquires  experience  and  efficiency,  these  exemptions  should 
be  eliminated.  (It  will  be  noted  that,  at  a  subsequent  point  in 
the  Commission's  report,  it  is  suggested  that  the  intangibles 
exemptions  might  well  be  eliminated.) 

(d)  Assuming  that  the  premise  (that  rate  differentials, 
exemptions  for  personal  property,  and  taxation  of  gross  as  com- 
pared with  net  values,  constitute  an  unjustified  preference)  is  in 
every  respect  correct,  the  conclusion  drawn  by  the  homestead 
exemption  advocates  is  still  unsound,  say  opponents  of  exemp- 
tion. The  contrast  is  not  between  homes  and  other  taxable  prop- 
erty, as  exemption  advocates  imply,  but  between  all  real  prop- 
erty and  other  taxable  property.  As  to  exemptions,  the  logical 
conclusion  would  be  that  exemption  should  be  granted  to  all 
realty  owners  and  not  merely  to  home  owners,  a  special  class. 
As  to  differential  rates,  they  apply  only  to  intangibles  and  were 
levied  with  the  intent  to  increase  total  taxes  on  such  property; 
but  if  they  grant  an  unjust  preference,  then  any  equalizing  con- 
cession should  be  granted,  not  merely  to  owner-occupied  homes, 
which  constituted  24%  of  taxable  property  in  1937,  but  to  all 
property  taxed  at  the  same  rates  as  homes,  which  constituted 
97%  of  taxable  property  in  1937.  In  other  words,  when  advo- 
cates of  exemption  contrast  rates  on  homes  and  on  "other  prop- 
erty" (i.e.,  intangibles)  they  fail  to  state  that,  in  the  same  class 
with  homes  as  to  rates,  is  property  valued  at  three  times  the 
valuation  of  homes  for  which  they  recommend  no  relief  at  all. 
The  same  is  true  as  to  deductions  allowed  owners  of  intangibles. 
It  is  not  merely  homes  which  are  taxed  on  gross  value,  but  all 
tangible  property  (except  farm  produce  owned  by  the  producer 
— a  unique  concession  already  made  to  the  primary  advocates  of 
homestead  exemption.) 

3.  Assessments  on  Homes  and  Other  Realty. — Several  argu- 
ments have  been  advanced  in  reply  to  the  contention  of  exemp- 
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tion  advocates  that  exemption  is  needed  to  offset  alleged  dis- 
crimination in  assessments  as  between  small  homes  and  farms, 
on  the  one  hand,  and  other  types  of  realty,  on  the  other.  It  has 
been  argued  that  our  statute  makes  market  price  the  principal 
criterion  for  assessments,  and  that,  if  properties  are  put  up  for 
sale,  there  is  much  less  chance  of  realizing  depreciated  replace- 
ment cost  on  a  large  property  than  there  is  on  a  small  one.  It 
has  also  been  pointed  out  that  the  market  for  any  type  of  in- 
dustrial property  is  usually  uncertain  and  often  non-existent; 
and  that  Piedmont  North  Carolina  is  part  of  an  economic  area 
which  recognizes  neither  county  nor  state  lines  —  a  situation 
which  virtually  insures  the  existence  of  a  competitive  element  in 
industrial  assessments,  particularly  since,  whether  we  approve 
such  a  policy  or  not,  some  neighboring  states  make  tax  conces- 
sions to  new  industries.  In  this  connection  it  is  pointed  out  that 
North  Carolina  has  a  corporate  franchise  tax  which  amounts  to 
at  least  liy^c  per  $100  of  tax  valuation  of  corporate  property 
and  will  average  close  to  25c;  that  this  is  heavier  than  similar 
levies  of  neighboring  states ;  and  that  it  certainly  helps  to  offset 
any  alleged  discrimination  in  assessments  against  small  prop- 
erties owned  by  individuals,  who  pay  no  comparable  tax.  Finally, 
it  is  urged  that,  if  assessment  discrimination  exists,  the  proper 
way  to  remedy  it  is  the  adoption  of  sound  assessment  practices 
which  will  put  all  property  owners  on  a  parity,  rather  than  home- 
stead exemption,  which  would  favor  one  particular  type  of  prop- 
erty and  would  vary  greatly  in  its  equalizing  effect  from  county 
to  county. 

4.  Popular  Vote. — In  reply  to  the  argument  that  homestead 
exemption  should  be  approved  because  the  voters  want  it,  it  is 
urged  that  the  voters  approved,  not  immediate  granting  of  an 
exemption,  but  rather  a  conferring  of  power  on  the  General  As- 
sembly to  grant  an  exemption  should  the  legislators  think  it 
necessary,  proper  or  expedient. 

5.  Governmental  Benefits  to  Home  Owners. — It  is  argued  that, 
if  comparative  governmental  benefits  be  considered,  there  is  cer- 
tainly no  present  tax  discrimination  against  home  owners ;  that, 
particularly  in  respect  to  property  protection  and  educational 
advantages  for  his  children,  no  taxpayer  now  receives  more  gov- 
ernmental benefits  for  his  tax  money  of  all  kinds  than  the  small 
home  owner. 
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6.  Capitalization  of  Tax  Saving  to  Home  Owner. — It  has  been 
argued  that  any  exemption  could  be  of  advantage  only  to  present 
home  owners,  as  distinguished  from  those  acquiring  homes  in 
the  future,  as  the  potential  saving  would  be  capitalized.  That 
is,  the  prospective  seller  of  a  home  or  home  site  would  be  able 
to  obtain  a  higher  price  because  of  the  potential  tax  saving,  and 
thus  the  purchaser  would  be  deprived  of  any  real  advantage. 
The  theoretical  factors  involved  in  this  contention  are  numerous 
and  complicated.  Pages  can  be  and  have  been  written  about  it. 
The  opinions  of  qualified  students  of  the  theoretical  and  eco- 
nomic aspects  of  taxation  are  divided  on  the  subject. 

7.  Shift  of  Taxes  to  Those  Less  Able  to  Pay. — It  is  urged  that 
the  effect  of  homestead  exemption  is  to  shift  a  large  part  of  the 
taxes  formerly  paid  by  home  owners  to  persons  less  able  to  pay 
than  the  home  owners;  and  opponents  of  exemption,  therefore, 
challenge  the  statement  of  the  advocates  that  the  taxes  lost  by 
exemption  would  be  shifted  only  to  the  wealthiest  10%  of  our 
taxpayers.  Concededly,  this  argument  depends  largely  upon  the 
source  from  which  replacement  revenues  are  provided.  If  they 
are  obtained  from  a  net  income  tax,  the  argument  is  not  or- 
dinarily made.  If  they  are  obtained  from  a  sales  tax,  the  argu- 
ment is  made  with  great  force.  If,  as  seems  most  probable  in 
North  Carolina,  they  are  obtained  from  additional  levies  on  re« 
maining  property,  the  argument  is  complicated  by  numerous 
factors.  Its  best  statement  would  probably  be  as  follows:  (1)  To 
the  extent  that  taxes  are  shifted  to  rented  home  properties,  in 
the  long  run,  subject  to  many  variations  and  qualifications  due 
to  general  economic  factors,  they  would  probably  be  shifted  into 
rentals  and  paid  by  tenants ;  (2)  to  the  extent  that  the  taxes  are 
shifted  to  nonproductive,  noncommercial  tangible  personal  prop- 
erty, such  as  private  automobiles,  they  would  be  paid  by  the 
owners  of  such  property;  (3)  to  the  extent  that  the  taxes  are 
shifted  to  industrial  and  commercial  properties,  they  might  be 
paid  either  by  the  owners  of  such  property  or  by  the  consuming 
public,  wherever  located,  dependent  upon  the  type  of  business 
carried  on  by  the  particular  industry  or  firm  and  such  factors 
as  whether  it  has  active  competitors  who  would  not  be  affected 
by  the  increased  taxes. 

8.  Exemption  and  the  sales  tax.  Opponents  of  exemption  chal- 
lenge the  contention  that  exemption  is  needed  to  offset  the  effects 
of  the  sales  tax.   They  concede  that  the  property  tax  should  be 
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so  administered  as  not  to  bear  unjustly  on  poverty;  but  they 
argue:  (a)  that,  as  a  class,  home  owners  are  less  apt  to  be 
poverty-stricken  than  those  who  can  not  afford  to  own  their 
homes ;  (b)  that  very  probably  home  owners,  as  a  class,  pay  out  a 
smaller  portion  of  their  total  income  in  sales  tax  than  do  those  who 
own  no  homes ;  and  (c)  that  therefore,  if  any  change  in  tax  policy 
is  needed  to  rectify  alleged  inequities  in  the  sales  tax,  it  should 
come  by  means  of  some  change  beneficial  to  all  those  upon  whom 
the  sales  tax  bears  most  heavily,  and  not  by  way  of  concessions 
made,  in  a  completely  different  field  of  taxation,  to  a  part  of 
those  who  pay  the  sales  tax  (and  particularly  a  part  who  are 
far  from  constituting  a  class  discriminated  against  by  the  sales 
tax.) 

9.  Replacement  Revenue  for  Taxes  Lost  by  Exemption. — With 
respect  to  the  suggestions  for  replacement  revenue  advanced  by 
advocates  of  homestead  exemption,  it  is  argued  by  opponents: 

(a)  Return  of  all  taxes  on  intangibles  to  local  governments 
and  elimination  of  the  exemptions  granted  to  intangibles 
would  only  serve  to  replace  the  taxes  on  net  solvent  credits  lost 
by  local  governments  in  1938.  It  must  be  regarded  as  replace- 
ment revenue  for  those  taxes  and  not  for  any  revenue  lost  by 
homestead  exemption.  In  fact,  revenue  from  intangibles  must 
increase  about  $400,000  per  year  (more  than  a  40%  increase) 
before,  even  if  all  of  it  is  returned  to  local  governments,  it  will 
be  sufficient  to  replace  the  former  general  property  tax  on  net 
credits. 

(b)  Such  increased  intangibles  rates  as  might  be  feasible  at 
this  time  would  also  be  needed  to  make  up  the  $400,000  deficit  just 
mentioned. 

(c)  On  bottled  beer,  North  Carolina  already  levies  both  a 
bottle  tax  and  a  retail  sales  tax  which,  taken  together,  amount 
to  a  minimum  of  almost  10%  of  the  price  of  a  15c  bottle  and  to 
a  minimum  of  13%  on  a  10c  bottle.  The  sales  tax  is  already 
levied  on  cigarettes  and  cigars;  and  previous  legislatures  have 
been  unwilling  to  levy  special  sales  taxes  on  these  products,  on 
which  depend  the  incomes  of  many  of  our  farmers  and  one  of 
our  greatest  industries.  Also,  it  is  pointed  out,  we  have  overlap- 
ping license  taxes  on  dealers  in  beer  and  tobacco  products. 

(d)  There  is  no  particular  reason  why,  if  savings  are  to  be 
effected  from  consolidation  of  counties  and  county  government 
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functions,  the  benefits  should  all  accrue  to  home  owners.  They 
should  accrue  to  all  taxpayers  proportionately. 

(e)  Our  income  and  inheritance  taxes  are  already  higher  than 
those  of  neighboring  states,  and  proposed  increases,  unless  they 
be  proposed  primarily  in  the  lower  brackets,  present  grave  prob- 
lems of  competitive  taxation  for  the  State.  Heavy  Federal  in- 
come taxes,  and  the  prospect  that  they  will  soon  be  made  heavier, 
are  also  a  factor  which  must  be  given  serious  consideration. 
Further,  inheritance  taxes  are  an  extremely  unreliable  and  un- 
predictable source  of  revenue  which  could  not  be  counted  upon 
to  make  available  a  steady  flow  of  replacement  taxes. 

Finally,  it  is  argued  that  the  State  is  facing  a  prospective  de- 
cline in  revenue,  which  may  reach  $5,000,000  this  fiscal  year, 
and  is  also  facing  increased  demands  for  governmental  services. 
It  has  already  relieved  local  governments  of  school  and  road 
maintenance  burdens.  In  view  of  this  situation,  which  may  be 
expected  to  remain  with  us  for  some  time,  the  new  taxes  or  in- 
creases suggested  by  exemption  advocates  for  replacement  reve- 
nues, if  they  are  to  be  levied  at  all,  should  be  preserved  to  meet 
the  State's  needs,  just  as  the  property  tax  should  be  preserved 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  governments.  In  a  period  of 
constantly  expanding  demands  for  governmental  services,  new 
revenues  should  be  utilized  to  supply  such  services  as  the  legis- 
lature may  approve,  and  not  exhausted  in  an  effort  to  grant  spe- 
cial favors  to  a  particular  group  of  present  taxpayers. 

10.  Fiscal  Effect  on  Local  Governments. — The  argument  most 
frequently  made  by  local  officials  is  to  the  effect  that,  if  re- 
placement revenues  are  to  be  raised  by  additional  levies  on  other 
property,  any  substantial  exemption  would,  by  removing  a  large 
part  of  the  present  tax  base,  have  a  disastrous  effect  upon  the 
fiscal  affairs  of  local  governments,  which  obtain  more  than  90% 
of  their  tax  revenues  from  property  taxes.  (Facts  bearing  upon 
this  argument  can  be  obtained  more  readily  than  with  respect 
to  any  other  argument  for  or  against  exemption.  The  Commis- 
sion has  obtained  these  facts  to  the  best  of  its  ability,  and  they 
are  submitted  with  this  report.  They  will  be  referred  to  in  more 
detail  under  the  next  topic.) 

The  Commission  does  not  pretend  that  the  above  discussion 
is  an  exhaustive  analysis  of  the  arguments  for  and  against  home- 
stead exemption.  It  believes,  however,  that  the  discussion  out- 
lines the  major  arguments,  pro  and  con. 
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C.  The  Situation  in  North  Carolina 

In  all  discussions  relating  to  the  taxation  of  small  homes  as 
compared  with  other  forms  of  wealth  in  North  Carolina,  the 
first  questions  that  constantly  recur  must  be  as  follows: 

1.  Does  injustice  exist? 

2.  Will  or  will  not  any  given  policy  safeguard  or  encourage 
the  admitted  virtues  of  home  ownership? 

3.  Will  or  will  not  any  given  policy  work  injustices  upon  other 
groups  of  taxpayers? 

If  no  injustices  exist,  there  is  no  problem  in  so  far  as  Ques- 
tion No.  1  is  concerned.  If  injustices  do  exist,  then  they  should 
be  corrected  as  promptly  and  fully  as  practicable  (1)  regardless 
of  whether  they  promote,  or  fail  to  promote,  home  ownership 
and  (2)  regardless  of  where  such  injustices  are  found,  whether — 

(a)  In  relation  to  exemptions  as  compared  with  other  forms 
of  wealth; 

(b)  In  relation  to  tax  rates  as  compared  with  other  forms  of 
wealth ; 

(c)  In  relation  to  assessment  policies  or  net  taxable  values  as 
compared  with  other  forms  of  property. 

However,  if  injustices  exist  and  are  to  be  corrected,  care 
should  be  taken  that  the  method  adopted  does  not  result  in  equal 
or  greater  injustices  to  other  groups  of  taxpayers. 

As  we  have  already  indicated,  advocates  of  exemption  have 
advised  us  that  their  primary  concern  is  with  lightening  the 
burdens  of  homeowners,  and  especially  smaller  homeowners,  and 
that  they  themselves  wish  to  analyze  and  investigate  fully  the 
relative  advantages  of  (a)  outright  exemption  as  is  made  pos- 
sible under  the  homestead  exemption  amendment  and  (b)  of 
levying  lower  rates  or  using  lower  assessment  ratios  on  the  first 
$500,  $1,000  or  $2,000  value  of  each  home  occupied  by  the  owner 
as  is  permitted  under  the  classification  amendment. 

The  question,  "What  lowered  tax  rates,  outright  exemptions, 
or  improvements  in  assessment  methods,  if  any,  are  needed  to 
insure  the  largest  degree  of  justice  to  North  Carolina  home- 
owners, and  especially  small  homeowners  V  must  be  considered 
not  only  in  the  light  (1)  of  varying  forms  of  statewide  policy 
but  also  (2)  in  the  light  of  the  fact  that  each  one  of  the  100 
counties  has  a  situation  in  some  degree  somewhat  different  from 
the  others. 

One  of  the  first  decisions  made  by  the  Commission  was  that 
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as  complete  an  examination  of  local  tax  records  as  possible  should 
be  undertaken  for  the  purpose  of  developing  facts  bearing  upon 
the  homestead  exemption  problem.  In  this  connection  the  as- 
sistance of  the  Federal  Works  Progress  Administration  was 
sought  and,  fortunately,  was  received,  as  the  facilities  of  the 
Commission  would  not  have  permitted  so  complete  a  study  with- 
out this  assistance.  Therefore,  the  statistical  material  on  home- 
stead exemption  included  as  a  part  of  this  report  is  published, 
in  part,  as  a  report  on  Official  Project  No.  465-32-3-112  conduct- 
ed under  the  auspices  of  the  Works  Progress  Administration. 

Workers  in  each  county  were  assigned  the  task  of  listing, 
from  the  county  tax  records,  the  1937  tax  value  of  each  owner- 
occupied  home,  indicating  with  respect  to  each  its  location  with- 
in any  incorporated  town  or  special  district  levying  taxes.  The 
work  was  performed  under  the  direct  supervision  of  the  county 
official  in  charge  of  the  tax  records.  In  the  main  it  is  believed 
that  the  work  as  it  affects  counties  is  accurate,  though  certain 
possible  exceptions  are  noted  in  connection  with  the  detailed  ex- 
planations of  Table  I.  It  is  entirely  possible  that,  in  some  cases, 
more  accurate  results  for  cities  and  towns  would  have  been 
secured  had  the  work  been  done  directly  from  city  tax  books. 
However,  this  would  have  necessitated  a  much  more  compli- 
cated supervisory  structure,  as  it  would  have  meant  dealing  with 
and  securing  the  active  cooperation  of  well  over  400  instead  of 
100  local  officials.  As  it  is,  the  Commission  believes  that,  in  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  cases,  the  results  for  cities  and  towns 
are  reasonably  accurate. 

The  officials  of  Cabarrus,  Carteret,  Chatham,  Edgecombe,  Guil- 
ford, Henderson,  Jackson,  Lenoir,  McDowell,  Richmond,  Rowan, 
and  Transylvania  Counties  elected  to  do  the  work  themselves 
rather  than  with  WPA  assistance.  All  other  counties  included 
in  the  survey  employed  WPA  workers.  All  computing,  tabulat- 
ing, editing  and  analytical  work  was  done  in  Raleigh  by  em- 
ployees of  the  Commission.  The  Secretary  of  the  Commission 
served  as  State  Supervisor  of  the  project,  and  the  Works  Pro- 
gress Administration  furnished  Mr.  Roscoe  B.  Lewis,  who  was 
exceptionally  well  qualified  by  virtue  of  previous  experience  with 
tax  record  projects,  as  Assistant  Supervisor. 

The  Commission  is  deeply  indebted  both  to  the  Works  Pro- 
gress Administration  and  to  all  those  local  officials  who  assisted 
in  carrying  out  the  project. 

Results  were  not  obtained  for  Clay  and  Vance  Counties.    In 
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both  of  these  Counties  assurances  were  obtained  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Commission  that  the  work  would  be  undertaken  but, 
despite  repeated  reminders,  no  results  for  these  Counties  or 
the  towns  therein  were  ever  obtained.  Accordingly,  they  are 
omitted  from  all  Tables. 

In  the  ninety-eight  counties  covered  by  the  survey,  through 
omissions  made  bv  local  field  workers,  no  homestead  results  were 
received  for  some  twenty-two  towns,  which  are  listed  in  the 
introductory  note  to  Appendix  A,  Part  1.  Practically  all  of  them 
are  very  small.  In  addition  to  these,  other  units  are  omitted  from 
specific  Tables  for  reasons  subsequently  explained  in  connection 
with  those  Tables.  However,  the  Commission  is,  on  the  whole, 
very  well  satisfied  with  the  inclusiveness  of  the  survey,  and  is 
confident  that,  were  the  necessary  information  available  for  the 
missing  units,  the  general  results  would  not  be  materially  affected. 

The  results  of  the  survey,  showing  effects  of  exemption  at 
various  levels  up  to  the  $1,000  maximum  permitted  by  the  Con- 
stitution, are  printed  with  this  report  as  Appendix  A,  Part  1, 
consisting  of  a  series  of  Tables  with  explanatory  comments  con- 
cerning them.  As  Part  2  of  Appendix  A,  as  helpful  background 
for  the  homestead  information,  is  published  general  statistical 
material  dealing  with  local  tax  valuations,  tax  levies,  and  out- 
standing debts.  Examination  of  this  Appendix,  and  particularly 
the  explanatory  comments,  will  demonstrate  that  no  complete 
summary  of  the  results  could  be  made  here  without  virtually 
repeating  the  entire  Appendix.  Therefore,  while  the  Commis- 
sion desires  to  call  particular  attention  to  several  outstanding 
facts,  it  does  not  wish  to  have  the  ensuing  comments  regarded 
as  a  summary  of  the  survey  results. 

Regardless  of  the  Table  to  which  the  reader  might  turn,  prob- 
ably the  first  obvious  fact  coming  to  his  attention  will  be  the  tre- 
mendous variation  in  the  potential  effects  of  homestead  exemp- 
tion as  between  different  taxing  units — sometimes  even  as  be- 
tween different  units  within  the  same  county.  Therefore,  it  can- 
not be  emphasized  too  strongly  that,  while  average  or  median 
figures  can  be  used  from  time  to  time  for  the  sake  of  making 
generalizations,  such  figures  should  not  be  given  too  great  a 
significance.  They  can  be  properly  described  only  as  common  to 
all  taxing  units,  but  applicable  with  accuracy  to  none.  Anyone 
attempting  to  reach  final  conclusions  from  the  Tables  must  give 
great  weight  to  specific  figures  for  specific  units,  as  distinguished 
from  the  more  arbitrary  averages. 
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Obviously,  one  of  the  important  considerations,  in  view  of  the 
arguments  for  and  against  homestead  exemption  outlined  above, 
is  whether  the  figures  presented  tend  to  prove  or  disprove  the 
contention  that  exemption  will  offer  such  inducements  as  to  in- 
crease the  number  of  owner-occupied  homes.  Tables  XIV,  XIV-A 
and  XIV-B  contain  the  best  available  information  on  this  point, 
and  the  figures  given  in  the  next  five  paragraphs  are  drawn  from 
these  Tables. 

A  low  level  of  exemption  would  not  result  in  any  very  large 
saving  to  home  owners.  For  instance,  at  a  $300  exemption,  ap- 
plying to  all  taxes,  if  replacement  revenues  come  from  property 
taxes,  annual  savings  to  most  home  owners  would  range,  de- 
pendent upon  the  county,  from  about  $1.00  to  a  maximum  of 
$5.50,  so  far  as  county-wide  taxes  are  concerned,  and  from  about 
$1.30  to  a  maximum  of  $11.90  for  all  overlapping  taxes  in  prin- 
cipal towns.  Median  figures  are  $2.75  for  homes  of  average  tax 
value  and  $3.20  for  homes  of  $1,000  tax  value,  on  the  county-wide 
basis,  and  $5.75  and  $7.05,  respectively,  on  the  overlapping  basis. 
Even  if  replacement  revenues  should  come  from  some  source 
other  than  property  taxes,  the  saving,  on  the  county-wide  basis, 
would  range  from  about  $1.45  to  a  maximum  of  $7.50  (amount- 
ing to  $3.75  or  less  in  the  majority  of  counties)  and  on  the  over- 
lapping basis,  would  range  from  about  $3.30  to  a  maximum  of 
$13.50  (amounting  to  $8.10  or  less  in  a  majority  of  principal 
cities  and  towns). 

As  the  exemption  level  is  moved  up,  the  potential  annual  sav- 
ing to  home  owners  is  increased,  though  even  at  a  $1,000  level 
the  saving  is  not  particularly  large  if  the  exemption  is  not  ap- 
plied to  all  taxes  levied  by  all  local  units. 

At  a  $1,000  level,  if  taxes  levied  to  service  existing  debts  be 
excluded,  then,  if  replacement  revenues  are  to  come  from  pro- 
perty taxes,  the  annual  saving  to  home  owners  would  range, 
dependent  upon  the  county,  from  $1.75  to  a  maximum  of  $9.90, 
as  far  as  county-wide  taxes  are  concerned,  and  from  $4.25  to  a 
maximum  of  $25.05  for  overlapping  taxes  in  principal  cities 
and  towns  (in  only  five  of  the  latter  would  it  exceed  $20).  Median 
figures  are  $4.75  for  homes  of  average  tax  value  and  $5.30  for 
homes  of  $1,000  tax  value,  on  the  county-wide  basis,  and  $9.60 
and  $11.70,  respectively,  on  the  overlapping  basis.  If  replace- 
ment revenues  should  come  from  sources  other  than  the  pro- 
perty tax,  maximum  saving  would  still  be  $5.30  or  less,  on  the 
county-wide  basis,  and  $11.70  or  less,  on  the  overlapping  basis, 
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in  the  majority  of  counties,  though  more  homes  (i.  e.,  all  those 
valued  at  $1,000  or  more  instead  of  only  those  valued  at  exactly 
$1,000)  would  receive  the  maximum  saving  in  their  respective 
counties. 

If  a  $1,000  exemption  were  granted  as  to  county-wide  taxes 
only,  but  including  debt  service  taxes,  annual  saving  to  home 
owners  would  range,  dependent  upon  the  county,  from  $3.90  to  a 
maximum  of  $22.50  (with  only  three  counties  above  $20),  if  re- 
placement revenues  come  from  property  taxes.  The  maximum 
would  be  $12.50  or  less  in  the  majority  of  counties,  with  all  homes 
valued  at  less  than  $1,000  having  less  than  the  maximum  saving 
for  their  county,  and  this  would  still  be  true  if  replacement  reve- 
nues should  come  from  sources  other  than  property  taxes.  It 
should  be  noted  that,  except  where  district  taxes  are  involved, 
rural  homes  could  not  have  a  saving  greater  than  that  indicated 
in  this  paragraph. 

The  largest  possible  saving  would  be  effected  if  a  $1,000  ex- 
emption were  granted  as  to  all  taxes,  county,  district  and  muni- 
cipal, whether  levied  for  current  or  for  debt  service  purposes.  In 
such  case,  if  replacement  revenues  were  derived  from  property 
taxes,  the  annual  saving  to  home  owners  in  the  towns  included 
in  Tables  XIV  and  XIV-A,  dependent  upon  the  city  or  town, 
would  range  from  about  $7.30  to  a  maximum  of  $46.00  (with 
only  three  places  above  $40).  Median  figures  would  be  $22.45 
for  homes  of  average  tax  value  and  $27.00  for  homes  of  $1,000 
tax  value.  If  replacement  revenues  come  from  sources  other 
than  property  taxes,  the  maximum  saving  in  any  town  included 
in  Table  XIV-B  would  still  be  $46.00,  and  in  the  majority  of 
places  included  in  the  Table  the  maximum  would  still  be  $27.00  or 
less.  The  absolute  maximum  for  any  city  or  town,  as  shown  by 
Table  XIV-B,  could  accrue  only  to  the  fraction  of  1%  of  homes 
valued  at  exactly  $1,000  if  replacement  revenues  come  from  pro- 
perty taxes,  while  it  would  accrue  as  to  all  homes  valued  at 
$1,000  or  more  if  replacement  revenues  come  from  other  sources. 
Further,  the  maximum  saving  could  accrue  only  to  homes  inside 
cities  and  towns,  as  rural  homes  would  receive  no  benefit  from 
the  exemption  for  municipal  tax  purposes. 

Prospective  savings  at  other  levels  of  exemption  are  set  forth 
in  the  Tables  mentioned  and  explained  in  the  comments  printed 
with  them.  The  Commission  urges  careful  study  of  these  Tables 
and  explanations,  as  attempts  to  summarize  them  are  somewhat 
unsatisfactory. 


34  Report  of  the  North  Carolina 

It  is  impossible  to  draw  any  general  conclusions  from  the  figures 
in  the  Tables  as  to  the  extent  to  which  homestead  exemption  at 
any  specified  level  would  offset  any  existing  assessment  discrim- 
ination against  small  properties.  It  can  be  said,  however,  that, 
not  only  because  the  discrimination  probably  varies  from  county 
to  county,  but  also  because  the  effect  of  homestead  exemption 
would  certainly  vary  greatly  from  county  to  county,  there  would 
be  no  uniformity  of  effect  in  this  respect  as  between  different 
local  units.  In  one  county  the  small  home  owner  might  find  him- 
self in  a  favorable  position  by  comparison  to  large  property 
owners,  and  in  another  county  he  might  find  himself  still  very 
much  at  a  disadvantage. 

The  figures  demonstrate  conclusively  that  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  present  home  owners  would  have  money  put  (or 
left)  in  their  pockets  as  the  result  of  exemption,  regardless  of 
the  level.  Even  assuming  that  replacement  revenues  come  ex- 
clusively from  additional  levies  on  remaining  property,  only 
3.40%  of  all  present  home  owners  have  homes  valued  at  so  high 
a  figure  that,  on  the  basis  of  their  home  valuations  alone,  they 
would  lose  money  by  virtue  of  the  exemption.  That  percentage 
applies  to  a  $200  exemption.  At  a  $300  level  only  3.22%  would 
lose  money,  at  $500  only  2.85%,  at  $700  only  2.48%,  and  at  $1,000 
only  1.99%.  As  pointed  out  in  connection  with  Tables  XV  and 
XVI,  which  present  these  figures,  there  are  undoubtedly  a  sub- 
stantial number  of  other  home  owners  whose  total  holdings  of 
taxable  property  are  sufficient  to  cause  them  to  show  a  net  loss 
from  exemption.  Nevertheless,  it  is  obvious  that  the  overwhelm- 
ing majority  of  home  owners  would  have  some  saving,  with  the 
particular  amount  varying  greatly  from  county  to  county,  town 
to  town,  district  to  district,  and  home  owner  to  home  owner. 

In  fact,  exemption  for  all  property  taxes  at  one  of  the  higher 
levels  would  mean  complete  exemption  from  homestead  taxes 
for  a  surprisingly  high  percentage  of  all  home  owners.  For  the 
State  as  a  whole,  a  $200  exemption  would  be  complete  exemption 
for  5.13%  of  homesteads,  $300  would  be  complete  exemption  for 
9.64%,  $500  would  be  complete  exemption  for  19.63%,  $700  would 
be  complete  exemption  for  29.01%,  and  $1,000  would  be  complete 
exemption  for  42.39%. 

It  is  doubtful  if  the  figures  presented  by  the  Tables  have  any 
great  bearing  on  the  other  arguments  outlined  above  except 
those  dealing  with  shifting  of  the  replacement  taxes  and  those 
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dealing  with  the  fiscal  problem  created  for  local  units  of  govern- 
ment. 

Table  XVII  shows,  as  near  as  can  be  shown  with  the  informa- 
tion available,  the  way  in  which  taxes  lost  on  exempt  homestead 
valuation  would  be  distributed  to  other  types  of  property,  in- 
cluding remaining  home  valuations.  As  is  to  be  expected,  the 
proportion  of  replacement  taxes  which  would  be  levied  on  the 
various  types  of  property  varies  greatly  from  county  to  county. 
So  true  is  this  that  it,  plus  the  fact  that  reports  of  the  value  of 
industrial  property  are  highly  inaccurate  for  many  counties  (see 
footnote  1,  Table  XVII),  makes  it  unwise,  in  the  view  of  the 
Commission,  to  attempt  to  present  any  average  figures  or  draw 
any  State-wide  conclusions.  As  applied  to  individual  counties, 
caution  should  be  exercised  in  the  significance  given  to  the 
figures.  They  attempt  to  show  only  the  way  in  which  replace- 
ment taxes  would  be  levied  on  various  types  of  property.  They 
do  not  undertake  to  show  by  whom  such  shifted  taxes  would 
eventually  be  paid. 

Tables  I  through  XIII,  and  particularly  Tables  X  and  XIII,  of- 
fer a  fairly  accurate  measure  of  the  extent  to  which  homestead 
exemption  at  various  levels  (if  replacement  revenues  come  from 
additional  levies  on  remaining  property)  would  create  a  fiscal 
problem  for  local  governments.  It  is  immediately  apparent  that, 
under  present  conditions,  a  $1,000  exemption  would  create  a 
serious  situation  in  local  finances.  For  the  State  as  a  whole, 
because  of  the  heavy  influence  of  the  large  industrial  centers, 
a  $1,000  exemption  would  remove  only  10.35%  of  total  tax  valua- 
tion from  the  tax  rolls;  and  would  remove  only  7.22%  of  total 
tax  valuation  within  incorporated  cities  and  towns.  However, 
Table  X  shows  that  more  than  half  of  all  counties  and  cities 
would  lose  13%  or  more  of  their  total  tax  valuation.  This  state- 
ment will  remain  true  even  if  it  be  conceded  that  a  few  of  the 
highest  percentages  shown  by  the  Table  are  in  error.  On  the 
basis  of  the  figures  in  Table  XIII,  such  an  exemption,  if  applied 
to  all  property  taxes,  including  those  for  debt  service,  would  re- 
quire an  increase  of  20c  or  more  in  county-wide  tax  rates  in  half 
the  counties ;  and,  if  it  excluded  debt  service  taxes,  would  require 
increases  of  9c  or  more  in  half  the  counties.  In  half  the  prin- 
cipal cities  and  towns  included  in  the  Table,  necessary  overlap- 
ping rate  increases  would  total  39c  or  more  if  all  taxes  were  af- 
fected and  15c  or  more  if  debt  service  taxes  be  excluded.  In  the 
main,  the  most  serious  problem  would  be  created  in  the  smaller 
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counties  which  now  have  the  lower  valuations  and  higher  tax 
rates. 

As  the  level  of  exemption  is  reduced,  the  problem  becomes  less 
serious,  as  the  detailed  explanations  printed  with  the  Tables  clear- 
ly show.  At  a  $300  exemption  level  (the  one  so  far  primarily 
advocated  in  the  State),  the  majority  of  counties  would  have  to 
increase  their  county-wide  rates  less  than  7c  if  all  taxes  were 
affected  and  less  than  3c  if  debt  service  taxes  are  excluded.  Ne- 
cessary overlapping  rate  increases  in  a  majority  of  the  princi- 
pal cities  and  towns  would  total  less  than  13c  if  all  taxes  are  af- 
fected and  less  than  6c  if  debt  service  taxes  be  excluded.  A  ser- 
ious problem  is  still  created  in  specific  places,  and  undoubtedly 
local  tax  levying  officials  would  hate  to  make  these  increases 
when  no  additional  governmental  services  are  being  provided, 
but  it  is  fairly  apparent  that  an  exemption  of  $300  would  not 
fatally  prejudice  the  financial  structure  of  most  local  units,  par- 
ticularly if  it  did  not  apply  to  debt  service  taxes.  It  would  create 
stresses  and  strains,  but  as  a  purely  fiscal  proposition  (as  dis- 
tinguished from  other  arguments  for  and  against  exemption) 
its  effects  could  be  weathered  by  most  units  without  foundering. 
For  that  matter,  it  is  possible  that  most  units  could  weather  the 
stress  attendant  upon  some  larger  exemption,  though,  as  the 
$1,000  level  is  approached  it  becomes  increasingly  apparent,  from 
the  figures  given  in  the  Tables,  that  such  a  strain  would  be  placed 
upon  local  finances  as  to  make  the  wisdom  of  such  a  step,  under 
present  conditions,  very  doubtful,  indeed.  At  any  level  of  exemp- 
tion, if  replacement  revenues  come  from  property  taxes,  one  of 
the  main  problems  would  be  caused  by  the  constitutional  limita- 
tion of  15c  on  the  county  general  fund  tax  rate — a  problem  dis- 
cussed briefly  in  the  explanation  to  Table  XIII. 

Roughly  speaking,  except  in  the  larger  industrial  centers  it 
takes  an  increase  of  2c  or  more  in  the  tax  rate  for  each  $1  saved 
the  average  home  owner.  (If  replacement  revenues  come  from 
sources  other  than  property  taxes,  no  tax  rate  increases  would 
be  necessary.) 

It  may  be  said  that,  looking  solely  at  the  effect  of  exemption 
upon  local  finances,  the  effect  is  not  such  as  to  necessitate  the 
conclusion  that  no  homestead  exemption  can  be  granted.  On  the 
other  hand,  should  an  exemption  of  less  than  $1,000  be  granted 
it  must  be  conceded  that  its  primary  (though  not  exclusive)  pur- 
pose is  not  to  encourage  an  increase  in  home  wnership,  but 
rather  to  grant  more  favorable  treatment  than  now  prevails  to 
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present  home  owners  and  to  those  who  would  become  home  own- 
ers regardless  of  exemption. 

All  of  the  foregoing-  discussion  of  the  potential  fiscal  effects 
of  exemption  and  the  potential  savings  to  home  owners  is  based 
on  the  assumption  that  any  exemption  granted  would  be  a  flat 
exemption  granted  to  the  first  $300  or  $1,000  (or  other  amount)  in 
tax  value  of  each  owner-occupied  home.  If  a  percentage  exemp- 
tion should  be  granted  (for  instance,  50%  of  the  first  $1,000  in 
tax  value) ,  some  idea  of  the  difference  in  fiscal  results  may  be  ob- 
tained from  Tables  X-A  and  X-B  and  the  explanatory  comments 
concerning  them. 

In  concluding  this  discussion  of  the  situation  in  North  Caro- 
lina there  are  two  matters  to  which  the  Commission  wishes  to 
call  attention.  First,  the  tax  policy  in  North  Carolina  since  1920 
has  tended  to  favor  ownership  of  property,  including  homes,  by 
shifting  the  tax  load  from  the  property  tax  to  other  forms  of 
tax.  In  1928-29  the  total  tax  load  in  the  State  reached  a  peak  of 
$102,131,265.  Of  this  total  sum  $62,714,959  or  61.4%  was  pro- 
perty tax.  The  total  tax  load  was  reduced  to  $80,573,148  in 
1933-34,  of  which  $33,796,787,  or  41.9%  was  property  tax.  In 
1937-38  the  total  tax  load  had  climbed  back  to  and  beyond  the 
1928-29  peak  to  $111,808,341,  of  which  $39,798,744,  or  35.6% 
was  general  property  tax.  The  general  property  tax  load  had 
dropped  from  $62,714,959  in  1928-29,  to  $39,798,744  in  1937-8,  or 
from  61.4%  of  the  total  to  35.6%  of  the  total.  This  heavy  reduc- 
tion of  property  tax  applied  to  all  classes  of  property,  including 
homes. 

Second,  unless  there  is  a  further  substantial  change  in  tax 
policies  pursued  by  recent  legislatures,  there  appears  little  pros- 
pect of  revenue  to  replace  that  lost  by  homestead  exemption 
from  any  source  other  than  an  increased  tax  on  other  property. 
(Property  taxes  now  provide  more  than  93%  of  all  tax  revenues  of 
local  governments.)  The  State's  obligations  for  governmental  ser- 
vices and  debt  service  are  at  an  all  time  peak.  Increased  demands 
upon  the  State  for  the  next  bi-ennium  are  inevitable.  Present  con- 
ditions indicate  a  shrinkage  in  general  fund  revenue  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  of  about  five  million  dollars,  and  the  Commission  is  rec- 
ommending that  all  the  net  receipts  from  the  taxation  of  intang- 
ibles be  hereafter  returned  to  local  governments.  The  General  As- 
sembly to  which  this  report  is  addressed  will,  therefore,  have 
serious  difficulty  in  balancing  its  budget  for  the  next  bi-ennium 
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without  assuming  additional  obligations  to  reimburse  local  gov- 
ernments for  revenue  lost  by  homestead  exemption. 

D.    Conclusion 

1.  From  the  beginning  the  Commission  has  regarded  its  func- 
tion as  primarily  not  that  of  advising  the  General  Assembly  that 
this  or  that  specific  policy  be  adopted,  but  rather  of  finding  the 
facts  in  the  light  of  which  the  Assembly  and  the  voters  of  the 
State  may  steadily  work  out  the  soundest  and  wisest  solutions, 
keeping  in  mind  both  State-wide  objectives  and  the  adaptation 
of  these  objectives  to  county  and  local  situations.  We  believe  we 
shall  have  performed  our  full  duty  if  we  have  discovered  and 
presented  to  the  citizens  of  the  State  and  to  the  General  Assem- 
bly the  needed  factual  information  for  such  action  as  will  best 
insure  justice  and  equity  in  both  exemptions  and  tax  rates. 

2.  If  the  General  Assembly  should  decide  to  grant  an  exemp- 
tion in  some  amount,  the  Commission  respectfully  suggests  that 
it  may  wish  to  consider  the  following  points : 

a.  Should  exemption  apply  to  property  taxes  levied  for  all  pur- 
poses? Reference  to  the  summary  of  the  homestead  exemption 
situation  in  other  states,  above,  will  reveal  that  in  a  number  of 
them,  either  by  statute  or  court  decision,  the  exemption  does 
not  apply  to  taxes  levied  to  service  debts  already  in  existence 
when  the  exemption  was  adopted.  The  fiscal  importance  of  such 
an  exception,  if  adopted  in  North  Carolina,  may  be  illustrated 
by  pointing  out  that  our  local  governments  now  owe  in  the  neigh- 
borhood of  $330,000,000  and  levy  considerably  more  than  half  their 
total  property  taxes  for  debt  service  purposes.  Therefore,  as  the 
Tables  in  Appendix  A  clearly  show,  excluding  present  debt  ser- 
vice taxes  from  the  effect  of  any  exemption  granted  would,  for 
a  number  of  years,  materially  lessen  both  the  fiscal  problem  for 
local  governments  and  the  saving  effected  for  the  home  owner. 
Another  result  would  be  to  complicate  administration  consider- 
ably, as  it  would  force  local  units  to  carry  on  their  tax  records 
two  sets  of  valuations  and  two  tax  rates. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  there  is  a  legal  question  as  to  the 
constitutional  power  of  the  legislature  to  exempt  homesteads  in 
so  far  as  taxes  to  service  existing  debts  are  concerned.  For  this 
and  other  reasons  the  Commission  has  presented  much  of  the 
statistical  data  in  Appendix  A  in  the  alternative.  The  effect  of 
exemption  as  applied  to  taxes  exclusive  of  present  debt  service 
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taxes  is  shown  because:  (1)  the  General  Assembly  might  wish 
to  exclude  debt  service  taxes  from  any  exemption  granted;  or 
(2)  the  courts  might  possibly  force  such  an  exclusion,  at  least  as 
to  some  units.  The  effect  of  exemption  as  applied  to  all  taxes,  in- 
cluding debt  service  taxes,  is  shown  because:  (1)  if  full  replace- 
ment revenues  be  provided  from  sources  other  than  property 
taxes,  it  seems  very  improbable  that  any  legal  difficulties  would 
arise;  and  (2)  the  Commission  is  doubtful  that  it  may  be  taken 
as  settled  that  the  legislature  is  powerless  to  grant  exemptions 
affecting  present  debt  service  taxes,  as  such  a  rule  would  operate 
equally  to  prevent  exercise  of  the  classification  power  in  any 
way  which  might  reduce  total  tax  values,  in  so  far  as  those  same 
taxes  are  concerned,  and  this  would  tend  to  prevent  any  progres- 
sive revision  of  the  property  tax  system. 

The  Commission  submitted  two  questions  dealing  with  this 
matter  to  the  Attorney  General,  with  the  request  that  he  render 
opinions  upon  them.  The  questions,  together  with  his  opinions, 
are  printed  in  full  in  Appendix  D. 

He  calls  attention  to  the  fact  that  Florida  courts  have  held 
that  homestead  exemption  cannot  apply  to  taxes  necessary  to 
service  debts  existing  at  the  time  an  exemption  amendment  is 
put  into  the  state  constitution,  and  that  one  case  decided  by  the 
North  Carolina  Supreme  Court  carries  implications  that  the  same 
rule  may  be  adopted  here.  He  also  points  out,  however,  that 
many  changes  in  the  local  tax  base  (such  as  partial  exemption  of 
livestock  and  removal  of  intangibles  from  local  tax  books)  have 
been  made  by  our  legislatures  without  any  question  having  been 
raised  as  to  their  validity ;  and  that  total  exemption  of  corporate 
stocks  was  permitted  by  our  Court  when  its  constitutionality 
was  questioned,  though  for  reasons  not  involving  debt  service 
taxes.  The  same  legal  theory  which  has  been  invoked  to 
prevent  homestead  exemption  from  applying  to  the  debt  service 
taxes  mentioned  could,  with  equal  logic,  be  invoked  to  prevent 
any  of  the  other  changes  mentioned  from  applying  to  such  taxes. 
In  fact,  the  result  of  complete  application  of  that  legal  theory 
would  be  to  prevent  application  to  such  taxes  of  any  measure 
calculated  to  reduce  the  local  tax  base  in  any  way;  and  this,  in 
turn,  would  prevent  any  extensive  use  of  the  classification  and 
exemption  powers  except  at  the  expense  of  hopeless  confusion 
in  the  local  tax  system.  The  Attorney  General  points  out  that 
the  Kentucky  courts  have  recognized  this  fact  and  rejected  the 
legal  theory  involved  in  favor  of  practical  considerations. 
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However,  it  seems  clear  that  it  cannot  be  guaranteed  that  the 
Assembly  can  constitutionally  grant  an  exemption  affecting  such 
debt  service  taxes.  Further  decisions  by  our  Supreme  Court  or 
the  Federal  Courts  would  be  necessary  to  clarify  both  this  and 
the  right  to  effect  classification  of  property  as  applied  to  such 
taxes.  Perhaps  it  will  eventually  become  a  question  of  whether, 
in  a  particular  unit,  the  action  taken  by  the  legislature  actually 
results  in  preventing  the  unit  from  meeting  its  interest  and  prin- 
cipal payments.  It  is  certainly  to  be  hoped  that  we  will  not  have 
an  ironclad  rule  of  universal  application  which  would  operate  to 
prevent  the  Assembly  from  effectively  employing  its  exemption 
and  classification  powers  in  such  manner  as  it  thinks  will  serve 
the  welfare  of  the  State. 

b.  Should  exemption  apply  to  county,  city  or  district  taxes, 
without  applying  to  the  taxes  of  all  three?  Reference  to  the 
summary  of  homestead  exemptions  in  other  states,  above,  will 
disclose  the  fact  that  several  states  except  municipal  taxes  from 
the  effect  of  the  exemption.  This  has  no  effect  upon  the  rural 
home  owner,  but  materially  decreases  the  potential  saving  to  the 
urban  home  owner.  Conversely,  if  the  exemption  applies  to  muni- 
cipal taxes,  as  well  as  to  county  and  district  taxes,  the  urban 
home  owner  has  a  considerably  greater  saving  than  the  rural 
home  owner  in  the  same  county,  though  his  present  total  tax  bill  is 
also  larger.  Excluding  municipal  taxes  from  the  effect  of  any 
exemption  would  obviously  eliminate  any  fiscal  problem  so  far  as 
cities  and  towns  are  concerned. 

The  Commission  sought  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General 
with  reference  to  the  constitutional  power  of  the  General  As- 
sembly to  differentiate  in  this  respect  between  the  taxes  of  dif- 
ferent levels  of  local  government.  His  reply,  printed  in  Appen- 
dix D,  indicates  that  this  would  seem  to  meet  the  constitutional 
requirement  that  taxes  be  uniform  as  to  each  class  of  property 
taxed  if  the  legislative  exemption  applied  only  to  county  taxes  or 
to  county  and  district  taxes.  In  such  case,  homesteads  would 
still  be  exempted  throughout  the  State.  If  either  city  or  district 
taxes  were  exempted,  without  exemption  for  county  taxes,  there 
would  be  a  possible  lack  of  uniformity  which  might  be  regarded 
as  objectionable,  as  some  home  owners  would  receive  no  benefits. 

c.  Would  it  be  within  the  constitutional  power  of  the  General 
Assembly  to  provide  different  levels  of  exemption  in  different 
counties  or  to  leave  the  matter  of  exemption  optional  with  indi- 
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vidual  taxing  units,  to  be  acted  upon  as  financial  conditions  per- 
mit? There  seems  little  necessity  to  discuss  this  for,  when  the 
question  was  submitted  to  the  Attorney  General,  he  replied  (see 
Appendix  D)  that  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  suggestions  con- 
cerning different  levels  of  exemption  in  different  counties,  either 
by  legislative  act  or  by  local  option,  would  meet  the  requirement 
of  the  Constitution  that  "taxes  on  property  shall  be  uniform  as 
to  each  class  of  property  taxed."  He  thinks  that  the  class  of 
property  taxed  is  homesteads,  and  not  homesteads  in  Wake 
County  or  any  other  county. 

d.  Should  the  exemption  take  some  form  under  which  no  home 
would  be  completely  exempt?  For  instance,  should  an  exemp- 
tion of  50%  of  the  tax  value  of  the  home  be  granted,  the  amount 
exempted  not  to  exceed  a  specified  maximum?  Reference  to  the 
summary  of  exemption  laws  of  other  states,  above,  will  show  that 
only  Minnesota  and  West  Virginia  have  plans  under  which  no 
home  can  be  completely  relieved  of  the  taxes  affected  by  the  plan, 
though  their  plans  are  not  quite  the  same  as  the  example  just 
given.  Some  writers  on  the  subject  have  taken  the  position  that 
no  home  should  be  completely  exempt.  Tables  X-A  and  X-B  and  the 
explanatory  comments  thereunder  serve,  in  some  measure,  to  in- 
dicate the  difference  in  fiscal  effects  between  a  flat  exemption 
and  a  50%  exemption. 

In  answer  to  a  question  as  to  whether  the  Assembly  could  con- 
stitutionally grant  such  a  percentage  exemption  provided  the 
total  amount  so  exempted  did  not  exceed  $1,000  per  home,  the 
Attorney  General  stated  that  this  suggestion  would  meet  the  re- 
quirement of  the  Constitution  that  "taxes  on  property  shall  be 
uniform  as  to  each  class  of  property  taxed." 

e.  What  definition  of  "homestead"  should  be  adopted?    The 

Constitution  lays  down  the  fundamental  definition:  property  oc- 
cupied as  a  place  of  residence  by  the  owner.  There  are,  however, 
a  number  of  subsidiary  questions,  some  of  which  are  discussed 
in  the  following  paragraphs.  In  the  main,  the  Commission  takes 
the  position  that  if  any  exemption  is  to  be  granted,  the  guiding 
principle  should  be  maximum  simplicity  of  administration. 

Some  requirement  as  to  proof  of  ownership  must  be  adopted. 
The  Commission  believes  that  record  ownership  is  the  simplest 
and  best  criterion.  This  will  determine  the  great  majority  of 
cases  in  which  ownership  is  in  one  person  or  in  husband  and 
wife  as  tenants  by  the  entirety,  though  in  the  latter  case  it  should 
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be  made  clear  that  only  one  exemption  is  permitted.  However, 
in  addition,  the  legislature  must  decide,  at  least:  (1)  whether 
to  treat  a  life  tenant  as  an  owner;  (2)  whether  to  treat  the  bene- 
ficiary of  a  trust  as  an  owner;  (3)  what  exemption,  if  any,  to 
grant  when  property  is  occupied  by  one  or  more  heirs,  joint  ten- 
ants or  tenants  in  common.  The  Commission  feels  that  the  best 
rules  would  be  to  treat  life  tenants  and  trust  beneficiaries  as 
owners,  and  to  grant  exemptions  on  a  proportionate  basis  where 
there  is  occupancy  of  the  property  by  one  or  more  of  several 
owners. 

If  a  person  maintains  two  or  more  places  of  residence,  whether 
in  the  state  or  out,  he  should  be  allowed  exemption  only  on  the 
one  in  which  he  spends  the  greatest  amount  of  time.  Attention 
may  be  called  to  the  fact  that  the  rules  devised  to  govern  this 
situation  will  be  of  considerable  importance  in  resort  centers. 

Most  states  with  homestead  exemptions  have  placed  some  limita- 
tion on  the  area  of  a  homestead — the  smallest  being  forty  acres. 
Table  XVIII  clearly  demonstrates  that  the  fiscal  effects  of  limi- 
tation of  acreage,  even  to  forty  acres,  would  not  be  material  in 
this  State  (it  might  be,  of  course,  were  the  exemption  being  con- 
sidered one  of  $5,000  or  even  $2,000).  Therefore,  an  acreage 
limitation  would  complicate  administration  without  materially 
affecting  the  results.  It  seems  preferable  that  a  homestead  should 
be  regarded  as  including  the  house  and  all  contiguous  land  owned 
by  the  same  owner,  excepting  such  contiguous  land  as  is  occupied 
by  buildings  other  than  garages,  barns  and  other  outbuildings 
used  in  connection  with  the  home  or  farm.  This  will  minimize 
administrative  trouble  with  vacant  lots  adjoining  urban  home 
properties,  though  elimination  of  such  lots  from  the  definition 
might  reduce  the  amount  of  tax  valuation  exempted  to  a  minor 
extent. 

Some  states  have  included  use  limitations  in  the  definition  of 
homesteads.  In  this  State,  the  chief  question  would  be  whether  to 
eliminate  those  properties  which,  while  occupied  as  homes,  are  also 
used  for  profit-making  purposes  other  than  farming.  Such  situa- 
tions range  from  the  ubiquitous  tourist  homes,  boarding  houses 
and  rural  service  stations  all  the  way  to  cafes  and  large  apart- 
ment houses.  It  seems  preferable  that  any  exemption  should  be 
limited  to  bona  fide  homesteads  not  employed  in  the  commercial 
pursuits  of  the  occupants,  other  than  farming. 

f .  Should  some  provision  be  included  with  respect  to  the  effect 
of  the  exemption  on  tax  collection  as  distinguished  from  the  levy 
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of  taxes?  In  connection  with  the  $300  personal  property  exemp- 
tion, our  courts  have  several  times  intimated  that  property  sub- 
ject to  the  exemption  is  not  only  exempt  from  the  levy  of  taxes 
but  is  also  exempt  from  seizure  and  sale  for  the  collection  of 
taxes.  This  might  be  a  decidedly  troublesome  rule  if  applied  to 
homestead  exemption.  If  a  man  owns  a  $2,000  home  and  is 
granted  a  $300  exemption,  taxes  will  still  be  levied  on  $1,700  of 
his  home  valuation.  If  he  does  not  pay  those  taxes  but  is  en- 
titled, when  the  taxing  unit  attempts  to  foreclose  the  property, 
to  mark  out  a  $300  value  in  the  home  as  exempt  from  collection 
processes,  it  is  obvious  that  the  tax  collection  remedy  is  vir- 
tually worthless.  It  is  suggested,  therefore,  that  the  legislature 
specify,  if  it  should  grant  any  exemption,  that  the  exempt  valua- 
tion is  still  subject  to  collection  processes,  at  least  for  taxes  levied 
on  the  remaining  value  of  the  home. 

III.    Forest  Land  Classification. 

The  flat  coastal  plains,  the  central  hills  and  the  mountains  of 
North  Carolina  contain  less  merchantable  timber  under  private 
ownership  than  at  any  time  in  the  history  of  the  State.  Yet  prac- 
tically all  authorities  are  agreed  that  the  State  could  be  a  great 
timber-producing  State  and  that,  if  its  forests  were  restocked 
and  properly  managed,  they  would  furnish  a  continuing  source 
of  important  revenues. 

Trees  grow  comparatively  fast  in  the  State.  They  grow  fast 
enough,  and  there  is  a  sufficiently  promising  supply  of  them,  to 
attract  pulp  mills.  Our  pulp  industry  is  expanding.  It  furnishes 
a  welcome  source  of  cash  income  to  our  land  owners.  If  that  is 
all  it  does,  it  will  be  an  unqualified  asset  to  the  State.  There  is 
some  danger,  however,  that  its  very  offer  of  immediate  cash  will 
induce  land  owners  to  send  all  their  trees  to  the  pulp  mills — a 
policy  which,  at  the  same  time,  is  uneconomic  for  the  land  owner, 
who  can  eventually  realize  more  by  saving  his  best  trees  for  saw 
timber,  and  unwise  for  the  future  of  the  State,  which  pays  a 
price  in  reduced  timber  stocks,  reduced  total  income,  tax  delin- 
quency, barren  lands  and  gullied  hills. 

Federal  holdings  of  cutover  land,  wood  land  and  forest  land  in 
this  State  are  increasing  steadily.  The  land  in  the  Great  Smoky 
Mountains  National  Park  pays  nothing  toward  the  direct  sup- 
port of  local  government.  With  this  the  Commission  does  not 
quarrel,  for  while  it  has  created  a  serious  problem  for  several 
counties,  it  is  a  tourist  attraction  of  the  first  magnitude  and  is 
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distinctly  on  the  asset  side  of  the  ledger  of  the  State.  Twenty- 
five  per  cent  of  the  income  from  land  in  National  Forests  is  paid 
to  the  counties  in  which  the  land  is  located.  So  far  these  pay- 
ments have  averaged  far  less  than  taxes  on  similar  land  under 
private  ownership  in  the  same  counties.  However,  the  Commis- 
sion is  not  calling  attention  to  this  primarily  to  start  agitation 
for  either  increased  Federal  payments  or  decreased  Federal  pur- 
chases. Some  of  the  land  purchased,  like  some  of  the  similar 
land  still  under  private  ownership,  was  chronically  tax  delinquent, 
anyway.  Further,  there  are  indications  that  Federal  adminis- 
trative authorities  are  aware  of  the  problem  and  there  is  hope 
that  the  Federal  government  will  eventually  make  some  more 
generous  provision  for  local  governments.  The  Commission  pri- 
marily calls  attention  to  this  for  another  purpose. 

Land  bearing  good  timber  is  capable  of  a  more  or  less  con- 
tinuous yield.  But,  when  land  has  been  completely  cut  over,  it 
takes  longer  than  the  life  expectancy  of  many  land  owners  to 
grow  a  new  stand.  In  the  main  Federal  Forest  Service  purchases, 
both  in  the  old  and  the  new  National  Forests  in  this  State,  have 
affected  land  of  this  type.  In  the  main  the  sales  have  been  volun- 
tarily made  by  the  land  owners — and  at  comparatively  low  prices. 
Under  present  conditions  these  land  owners,  at  least,  are  not  will- 
ing to  undertake  the  long  restocking  process.  There  is  much 
additional  land  of  this  character  in  the  State.  There  is  much  land 
covered  by  young  stands  of  trees  which  will  take  many  years  to 
reach  saw  timber  size.  We  have  heard  much  in  recent  years  of 
submarginal  lands.  Some  of  our  land  is  and  will  remain  sub- 
marginal.  Much  more  has  been  made  apparently  submarginal  by 
the  axe  and  by  fire,  but  with  proper  management  is  not  submar- 
ginal from  a  long  term  viewpoint. 

North  Carolina's  problem  is  to  determine  the  extent  to  which 
the  State  should  go  in  encouraging  or  possibly  in  requiring  the 
proper  management  of  potential  forest  resources.  It  cannot  be 
wisely  said  that  it  is  entirely  a  matter  for  individual  land  owners 
to  decide.  The  State,  in  its  role  of  guardian  for  the  interests  of 
its  future  as  well  as  its  present  citizens,  has  a  great  stake  in  the 
preservation  of  every  great  natural  resource.  There  is  a  broad 
public  interest  in  forest  maintenance.  Regardless  of  the  policies 
the  State  may  adopt,  it  seems  probable  that  considerably  more 
land  will  pass  into  Federal  ownership,  where  it  may  or  may  not 
contribute  proportionately  to  the  support  of  government  in  this 
State.    If  a  do-nothing  policy  is  adopted,  there  is  every  reason 
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to  believe  that  clean  cutting  of  woodland  and  forest  land  will  be- 
come more  prevalent,  accelerated  by  the  market  afforded  by  the 
pulp  mills.  The  inevitable  result  will  be  the  existence  of  much 
land  which  will  be  a  liability  in  the  hands  of  its  owner,  will  be- 
come tax  delinquent  and  be  abandoned,  and  will  become  the  un- 
wanted property  of  counties  or  lie  untended  and  unproductive. 
Unless  a  policy  of  wholesale  public  ownership  is  to  be  adopted, 
then  the  State  apparently  must:  (1)  do  everything  reasonable 
to  see  that  the  private  owner  of  land  suitable  for  timber  grow- 
ing can  adopt  a  long  range  program  with  a  reasonable  expecta- 
tion of  a  reasonable  return;  and  (2)  encourage  or  require  the 
adoption  of  such  a  program. 

It  is  against  this  background  that  the  Commission  makes  its 
report.  The  State  has,  for  several  years,  participated  in  fire 
control  measures.  Through  its  Department  of  Conservation  and 
Development  and  through  the  activities  of  State  College,  it  has 
done  much  work  of  great  value  in  the  way  of  educating  land 
owners  in  the  economic  advantages  of  long-term  forest  manage- 
ment. However,  these  measures  have  not  been  sufficient  to  solve 
the  problem  nor  to  prevent  its  becoming  more  acute  with  the 
development  of  the  pulp  mills. 

The  Commission's  main  point  of  inquiry  has  been  the  effect 
of  the  present  tax  system  as  it  applies  to  forest  lands,  with  a  view 
to  determining  whether  reasonable  changes  in  the  tax  system 
can  materially  aid  in  the  preservation  of  forest  resources.  In 
this  connection,  it  may  be  said  at  the  outset  that  it  seems  prob- 
able that  no  change  in  the  property,  tax  system  would,  by  itself, 
completely  solve  the  problem.  The  U.  S.  Forest  Service's  Forest 
Taxation  Inquiry,  after  a  detailed  investigation  covering  a  period 
of  years,  concluded  that  property  taxes  are  not  in  any  sense  the 
major  cause  of  improper  forest  practices.  It  did  conclude,  how- 
ever, that  such  taxes  can  be  a  contributing  factor  and,  to  the 
extent  that  they  now  are,  should  be  revised. 

It  can  also  be  said  that  the  experience  of  other  states  does  not 
furnish  much  positive  assistance.  According  to  the  Seventh  Edi- 
tion of  "Tax  Systems  of  the  World,"  there  were  on  July  1,  1937, 
twenty-seven  states  having  special  forest  tax  laws  of  one  kind  or 
another.  In  some  of  these  states  the  laws  are  of  such  limited 
application  as  to  have  little  commercial  significance;  and  in  all 
the  others,  because  of  various  optional  features,  there  was  not 
as  much  as  10%  of  the  private  forest  land  actually  subject  to  the 
laws. 
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In  view  of  these  considerations,  the  Commission  requested  the 
Forest  Taxation  Inquiry  to  make  a  specific  study  of  the  pro- 
perty tax  system  as  it  affects  forest  lands  in  North  Carolina  and 
to  make  recommendations  on  the  basis  of  its  findings.  This  re- 
quest was  granted,  and  the  Commission  is  deeply  indebted  to 
the  Inquiry  for  its  assistance,  and  particularly  to  Mr.  R.  C.  Hall, 
its  Director,  and  to  Dr.  R.  W.  Nelson,  Senior  Taxation  Economist, 
both  recognized  experts  in  the  forest  tax  field. 

The  Commission,  with  the  cooperation  of  local  tax  officials, 
furnished  a  transcript  of  local  tax  records  in  practically  all  of 
the  counties  having  recent  valuation  records  showing  tax  valua- 
tions placed  on  different  classes  of  land  in  each  rural  tract.  On 
the  basis  of  this,  plus  further  information  obtained  largely  by 
the  Inquiry,  Mr.  Hall  and  Dr.  Nelson  made  their  studies  and 
recommendations.  Their  report  in  full,  including  basic  statisti- 
cal information,  is  attached  as  Appendix  B. 

Among  other  things  they  found  that,  at  least  in  the  counties 
principally  studied,  while  the  property  tax  in  North  Carolina 
may  not  place  a  discouraging  burden  upon  growing  timber  if  the 
entire  growth  cycle  of  the  timber  be  considered,  it  does  bear 
most  heavily  at  two  critical  times.  They  found  that:  (1)  recent- 
ly cutover  land  is  almost  universally  overassessed ;  (2)  as  trees 
begin  to  grow  no  additional  value  is  added  for  tax  purposes,  and 
thus  land  with  good  stands  of  young  trees  of  slightly  less  than 
saw  timber  size  is  not  infrequently  undervalued;  (3)  just  as  the 
trees  are  beginning  to  reach  commercial  timber  size,  assessors 
often  place  the  timber  value  on  the  tax  books  at  high  valuations. 
From  the  fact  that  recently  cutover  land  is  usually  overvalued 
they  conclude  that  the  tax  system  encourages  the  owner  of  such 
land  to  sell  or  abandon  it,  rather  than  to  undertake  its  restock- 
ing. Of  course,  this  applies  most  particularly  to  owners  of  large 
tracts  as  distinguished  from  farmers  owning  a  few  acres  of  such 
land  as  part  of  an  entire  farm;  but,  even  in  the  farm  cases,  it 
causes  the  owner  to  feel  that  an  unfair  burden  is  being  placed 
upon  him.  From  the  fact  that  trees  just  reaching  timber  size 
are  frequently  placed  on  the  tax  books  at  high  valuations  they 
conclude  that  the  tax  system  encourages  premature  sale  of  tim- 
ber or  timber  rights,  whether  the  timber  be  held  by  large  or 
small  land  owners. 

They  also  point  out  that  the  general  property  tax  bears  pro- 
portionately more  heavily  on  growing  timber  than  on  other  types 
of  investments.  This  is  because  such  timber  is  a  deferred  yield 
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investment  and,  over  a  period  of  years,  the  same  tax  rate  will 
take  proportionately  a  greater  part  of  the  return  from  a  de- 
ferred yield  investment  than  it  takes  of  the  return  from  invest- 
ments having  an  annual  or  other  more  frequent  yield. 

Their  proposal  to  remedy  these  tax  conditions,  which  is  set  out 
fully  in  Appendix  B,  is,  in  brief,  to  establish  a  system  which 
will:  (1)  cause  land,  as  distinguished  from  growing  tim- 
ber, to  be  valued  at  the  same  ratio  of  true  value  as  other  taxable 
property;  and  (2)  provide  for  assessment  of  all  tree  value  at 
50%  of  that  ratio.  They  believe  that,  in  the  long  run,  this  will 
not  result  in  any  smaller  total  tax  bill  being  paid  by  the  owners 
of  woodland  and  forest  land,  except  in  so  far  as  such  a  reduc- 
tion might  be  caused  by  proper  valuation  of  land,  which  should 
be  done  regardless  of  whether  or  not  such  land  is  classified  for 
special  treatment.  They  feel,  however,  that  the  plan  will  result 
in  a  distribution  of  the  tax  burden  over  the  entire  growth  cycle 
in  such  a  way  as  to  eliminate  such  pressure  as  may  now  come 
from  the  tax  system  for  abandonment  or  mismanagement  of  such 
land.  As  their  report  will  show,  they  do  not  believe  that  even  the 
immediate  results  of  such  a  plan  would  create  any  serious  fiscal 
problem  in  any  county. 

In  the  letter  of  the  Attorney  General,  printed  as  Appendix  D, 
will  be  found  an  opinion  to  the  effect  that  such  a  classification 
would  be  constitutional,  with  the  possible  exception  of  its  applica- 
tion to  taxes  levied  to  service  existing  debts.  (See  the  discussion 
of  this  point,  above,  under  homestead  tax  exemption  and  the 
elaborate  discussion  of  it  in  the  first  part  of  the  Attorney  General's 
letter  in  Appendix  D.) 

The  Commission  has  found  the  report  of  the  Forest  Taxation 
Inquiry  most  enlightening  and  respectfully  urges  that  the  mem- 
bers of  the  General  Assembly  give  it,  and  the  recommendations 
it  contains,  their  most  careful  consideration. 

IV.    Classification  of  Intangible  Property. 

A.   The  Situation  in  Other  States. 

The  American  states  have  had  little  success  with  attempts  to 
subject  representative  intangible  property  to  the  general  pro- 
perty tax — using  "representative"  property  to  mean  such  pro- 
perty as  stocks,  bonds,  notes,  mortgages  and  accounts  receiv- 
able. Consequently,  three-fourths  of  the  states  have  abandoned 
the  general  property  tax  as  applied  to  the  bulk  of  intangibles. 
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This  trend  away  from  the  general  property  tax  has  come  about 
for  the  following  reasons.  First,  it  is  easy  to  conceal  or  shift  the 
situs  of  much  intangible  property,  and  it  is  driven  into  hiding 
or  exile  by  high  tax  rates.  Second,  high  tax  rates  on  the  princi- 
pal of  such  limited-income  intangibles  as  bonds,  notes,  mort- 
gages and  savings  accounts  take  such  a  high  portion  of  the  in- 
come as  to  make  them  undesirable  investments  if  the  general 
property  tax  rates  are  actually  paid.  Perhaps  of  less  importance, 
but  still  contributing  to  the  trend,  is  the  belief  in  some  quarters 
that:  (1)  owners  of  intangible  property,  as  such,  receive  fewer 
governmental  benefits  than  the  owners  of  tangibles;  and  (2) 
taxation  at  the  same  time,  at  general  property  tax  rates,  of  such 
representative  property  as  mortgages  and  the  tangible  property 
which  secures  it  and  gives  it  value  is  unwarranted  double  taxa- 
tion. 

Very  probably  the  preferential  treatment  first  given  intang- 
ibles in  some  states  served  to  accelerate  the  trend  in  other  states. 
The  basic  legal  rule  is  that  intangible  property  is  taxable  at  the 
domicile  of  the  owner,  and  states  attempting  to  lay  heavy  taxes 
on  large  holdings  of  intangibles  have  found  themselves,  to  some 
extent,  encouraging  local  residents  to  remove  their  domiciles  and 
encouraging  local  businesses  to  incorporate  elsewhere.  The  re- 
cent reaffirmation  by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  (in 
Wheeling  Steel  Corp.  v.  Fox,  298  U.  S.  193)  that  intangibles  con- 
nected with  a  business  may  be  taxed  where  the  business  is  pri- 
marily carried  on  has  lessened  this  possibility  as  to  corporate 
holdings,  but  has  not  eliminated  it. 

A  rather  full  discussion  of  the  extent  to  which  intangibles  are 
classified  in  other  states  is  contained  in  a  special  report  of  the 
Secretary  to  the  Commission,  copies  of  which  are  available  to 
legislators  upon  request.  It  is  difficult  to  divide  states  into  pre- 
cise categories,  as  many  of  them  have  special  bank  deposit  taxes, 
mortgage  recording  taxes,  taxes  on  bank  shares  (as  in  North 
Carolina),  taxes  on  corporate  excess,  or  other  taxes  which  con- 
stitute exceptions  to  the  general  scheme  for  taxation  of  intang- 
ibles. However,  looking  at  the  general  scheme  rather  than  the 
exceptions,  there  are  fourteen  states  which,  by  law  or  time- 
honored  practice,  levy  no  property  taxes  on  intangibles.  (This 
group  should  probably  be  expanded  to  fifteen  to  include  South 
Carolina  where,  according  to  the  State  Tax  Commission,  "very 
little"  intangible  property  is  actually  listed.)  Most  of  these 
states  have  net  income  taxes  which  apply  to  the  net  income  from 
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intangibles.  In  fact,  several  of  them  abandoned  the  property  tax 
on  intangibles  at  the  time  they  adopted  net  income  taxes,  regard- 
ing the  income  taxes  as  in  lieu  of  the  former  property  taxes. 

Some  twelve  states  still  make  some  effort  to  tax  intangibles 
under  the  general  property  tax,  though  it  is  doubtful  whether 
any  of  them  are  having  any  marked  success.  In  at  least  one  of 
them  (Illinois)  local  assessors  in  some  localities  have  openly  de- 
vised and  administered  classification  plans  of  their  own,  regard- 
less of  the  law. 

This  leaves  twenty-one  states  (including  North  Carolina) 
which  levy  some  form  of  classified  property  tax  on  most  or  a 
substantial  portion  of  intangibles.  Eighteen  of  them,  in  the 
main,  levy  flat  rate  annual  taxes,  while  the  other  three  have  vari- 
able rates  which  still  result  in  preferential  treatment  for  in- 
tangibles. 

Excluding  North  Carolina,  net  revenues  from  the  classified  pro- 
perty tax  on  intangibles  go  exclusively  to  the  state  in  four  states, 
are  divided  between  state  and  local  governments  under  various 
distribution  plans  in  twelve  states,  and  go  exclusively  to  local 
governments  in  the  remaining  four. 

In  the  great  majority  of  these  states  the  primary  administra- 
tive duties,  both  as  to  assessment  and  collection,  are  handled  by 
local  officials.  In  Connecticut,  as  in  North  Carolina,  administra- 
tion is  handled  entirely  by  state  officials.  In  Pennsylvania  state 
officials  administer  state  intangible  taxes  and  local  officials  ad- 
minister local  intangible  taxes.  In  Ohio  and  Georgia  the  ad- 
ministrative duties  are  divided  between  state  and  local  officials. 
In  some  of  the  other  states  there  is  some  measure  of  state  con- 
trol over  local  administration. 

Excluding  North  Carolina,  only  three  states  (Indiana,  Ken- 
tucky and  Ohio)  have  genuine  property  taxes  on  bank  deposits 
which  are  collected  directly  from  the  bank  (the  bank  can  make 
the  payment  in  Georgia,  but  it  is  not  mandatory) .  Maine,  Mary- 
land, Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  Rhode  Island  and  Ver- 
mont have  direct  levies  on  certain  banks  measured  in  part  by 
deposits  (usually  savings  deposits),  but  these  are  primarily  fran- 
chise taxes,  at  least  in  so  far  as  they  are  applied  to  state  banks, 
and  are  not  intended  to  be  passed  on  directly  to  depositors, 
though  they  are  in  lieu  of  property  taxes  on  the  deposits  af- 
fected. In  Kentucky  and  Ohio  the  bank  deposit  taxes  are,  in 
practice,  absorbed  in  whole  or  in  part  by  the  banks.  North  Caro- 
lina is  apparently  the  only  state  collecting  a  tax  on  bank  deposits 
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from  the  bank  which  requires,  by  statute,  that  the  tax  be  charged 
to  the  individual  depositor. 

Pennsylvania  has  derived  more  revenue  from  its  taxes  on  in- 
tangibles than  any  other  state.  However,  in  both  Pennsylvania 
and  other  states,  different  systems  of  taxation  and  classification, 
different  rates,  different  exemptions,  and  different  degrees  of 
administrative  efficiency  all  operate  to  prevent  their  experiences 
from  offering  very  satisfactory  guides  for  or  bases  of  compari- 
son with  North  Carolina. 

For  some  of  the  states  using  classification  no  comparative  re- 
venue figures  seem  to  be  available,  and  in  several  others  the  classi- 
fication system  has  just  gone  into  operation.  In  general,  how- 
ever, it  may  be  said  that  in  practically  all  states  the  adoption  of 
classification  in  place  of  the  general  property  tax  has  greatly 
increased  the  valuation  of  intangibles  taxed  and  the  number  of 
persons  paying  taxes  on  intangibles.  Thus  such  taxes  as  were 
paid  have  been  paid  by  a  group  much  more  closely  approximat- 
ing the  entire  group  of  owners  of  intangibles  than  was  the  case 
under  the  general  property  tax. 

The  general  experience  has  been  at  least  a  temporary  decline 
in  total  revenues  from  property  taxes  on  intangibles.  Following 
this  immediate  decline,  experience  of  the  various  states  has  been 
far  from  uniform.  In  such  states  as  Montana  and  South  Dakota 
the  revenue  from  intangibles  has  continued  to  decline  after  classi- 
fication. In  Louisiana,  Oklahoma  and  Nebraska  the  revenues  re- 
main a  negligible  part  of  property  tax  revenues.  In  Kansas  and 
Ohio,  while  recent  revenues  have  exceeded  those  of  the  first  year 
of  classification,  the  classified  revenue  has  not  equalled  the  reve- 
nue from  intangibles  under  the  general  property  tax.  In  Vir- 
ginia, Kentucky  and  Minnesota  the  revenues  from  intangibles 
since  classification  have  shown  a  fairly  steady  increase.  In  Con- 
necticut, which  has  one  of  the  oldest  classification  plans,  the 
state  authorities  feel  that  there  has  at  least  been  no  decrease  in 
revenues  as  the  result  of  classification. 

The  experience  of  most  of  these  states  covers  the  depression 
years  when,  unquestionably,  revenues  from  intangibles  would 
have  declined  had  the  general  property  tax  been  retained. 

There  is  hardly  a  state  in  which  state  tax  authorities  seem 
completely  satisfied  with  the  operation  of  the  classification  sys- 
tem as  applied  to  intangibles.  However,  much  of  the  dissatisfac- 
tion is  based  not  so  much  on  disagreement  with  the  theory  of 
classification  (though  many  officials  prefer  to  have  intangibles 
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taxed  only  on  income  and  not  as  property),  as  on  the  belief  that 
there  have  been  serious  administrative  failures.  It  is,  perhaps, 
significant  that  the  comments  of  state  authorities  frequently 
center  on  the  desirability  of  shifting  from  local  to  state  adminis- 
tration. Weaknesses  inherent  in  local  administration  (lack  of 
proper  training  in  local  officials,  great  variation  in  efficiency 
from  locality  to  locality,  and  the  difficulty  of  securing  adequate 
information  sources)  have  been  pointed  out  all  the  way  from 
Oklahoma,  where  the  experience  with  the  classified  tax  has  been 
rather  clearly  unsatisfactory,  to  Minnesota,  where,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  Pennsylvania,  experience  has  been  at  least  as  satis- 
factory as  in  any  other  state.  Attention  may  also  be  called  to  the 
fact  that  the  system  of  state  and  local  administration  used  in 
Ohio  has  been  subjected  to  serious  criticism  by  the  local  officials 
most  concerned. 

B.   The  Situation  in  North  Carolina. 

Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  classification  amendment  in  1936 
it  was  theoretically  impossible  to  classify  intangibles  for  pro- 
perty tax  purposes  in  North  Carolina.  Nevertheless,  some  mea- 
sure of  preferential  treatment  for  intangibles  had  been  worked 
out  by  the  legislature  in  that:  (1)  corporate  stocks  were  exempt 
from  taxation;  and  (2)  taxpayers  were  permitted  to  deduct 
their  debts  from  the  value  of  their  intangibles,  whereas,  in  the 
main,  they  could  not  deduct  their  debts  from  the  value  of  tang- 
ible property.  At  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  amendment  no 
property  taxes  were  being  levied  (nor  or  any  being  levied  now) 
on  the  excess  value  of  ordinary  business  corporations. 

From  1920,  when  a  state-wide  reassessment  of  all  property 
under  state  supervision  was  undertaken,  until  1935  the  locally 
listed  valuation  of  intangibles  or  "net  solvent  credits"  declined 
steadily.  In  1936  and  1937  it  increased  slightly,  the  total  in- 
crease amounting  to  less  than  2%  (as  compared  with  a  1937  in- 
crease of  6.77%  for  all  valuations).  In  1921  intangibles  listed 
totaled  $192,829,000,  by  1928  they  had  declined  to  $131,209,000, 
and  in  1937  they  amounted  to  only  $76,304,000.  Thus  the  in- 
tangibles valuation  declined  through  both  good  years  and  bad. 
It  is  true  that  between  1921  and  1937  all  valuations  were  re- 
duced, but  intangibles  had  a  greater  proportionate  decline,  re- 
presenting 7.5%  of  all  tax  values  in  1921,  4.4%  in  1928  and  3.2% 
in  1937. 

It  is  quite  obvious  from  these  figures  that  the  attempt  to  tax 
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intangibles  under  the  general  property  tax  in  North  Carolina 
had  been  highly  unsuccessful.  This  is  particularly  reflected  in 
the  fact  that,  during  the  1920's,  when  intangible  values  were 
actually  expanding  greatly,  they  were  declining  on  the  tax  rolls. 
Local  officials  generally  were  making  little  effort  to  make  tax- 
payers list  intangibles ;  and  in  those  few  counties  where  sincere, 
somewhat  spectacular  and  partially  successful  efforts  were  being 
made,  the  valuations  listed  were  obviously  far  below  the  actual 
value  of  intangibles  owned  by  residents  of  the  county.  The  cam- 
paigns were  concentrated  primarily  on  mortgages,  which  were 
located  from  recording  records  (unless  the  property  was  situated 
in  other  counties),  and  on  a  comparatively  small  number  of 
corporations,  which  might  possibly  have  avoided  liability 
for  the  heavy  rates  on  much  of  their  intangibles  valuation  in 
future  years  by  altering  their  methods  of  doing  business.  In 
general,  it  was  fairly  apparent  that  taxpayer  resistance  was  suf- 
ficiently widespread  and  adamant  to  break  down  the  efforts  of 
even  the  most  determined  local  assessors  to  tax  all  intangibles. 
As  subsequent  events  have  shown,  taxable  bank  accounts  alone 
amounted  to  more  than  three  times  the  amount  of  all  locally 
listed  intangibles  in  1937. 

The  1937  General  Assembly,  utilizing  its  new  constitutional 
power,  classified  intangibles,  removing  them  from  local  tax  books 
and  placing  administration  of  the  classified  tax  entirely  in  the 
hands  of  state  officials  (though  the  State  officials  sought,  and 
usually  received,  the  cooperation  of  local  tax  supervisors  and 
assessors) . 

The  taxes  levied  under  the  1937  law  are  as  follows : 


Class  of  Intangibles 
Bank  deposits 

Exemption 

None,  but  accounts  under 

$100  not  taxed 

Deductions          Rate 
None 

per  $100 
10c 

Money  on  hand 

$300 

None 

20c 

Accounts  Receivable 

$300 

Accounts  payable 

25c 

Certain  matured  insurance, 
annuities  and  trust  funds 

None 

None 

25c 

Corporate  stocks 

$300.    Stocks  in  corpora- 
tions paying  income,  fran- 
chise and  property  taxes 
in  N.  C. 

Debts  incurred 
to  purchase  the 
stock,  for  which 
the  stock  is  pledged 
as  security 

30c 

Bonds,  notes,  mortgages,  and 
other  evidences  of  debt 

$300 

Similar  indebtedness 
of  the  taxpayer 

40c 

Appendix  C  contains  Tables  and  comments  which  show,  in 
considerable  detail,  the  effects  on  listed  values  and  tax  revenues 
resulting  from  this  classification  of  intangibles.  It  immediately 
caused  a  tremendous  increase  in  listings.   Net  valuation,  on  the 
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basis  of  which  taxes  were  levied,  for  the  entire  State,  rose  from 
$76,304,000  to  $455,873,000,  the  latter  figure  being  almost  six 
times  the  former.  Even  excluding  corporate  stocks,  matured  in- 
surance and  annuities,  which  were  not  subject  to  taxation  in 
1937,  the  net  valuations  in  1938  mounted  to  almost  five  times  the 
1937  valuations. 

The  comparative  listings  in  1937  and  1938  may  be  illustrated 
as  follows: 


1937  net  credits 

Intangibles   listed  in 

1938  corresponding  to 
1937  net  credits  | 

Total  intangibles 
listed  in  1938  I 


A  total  of  more  than  25,000  taxpayers  paid  intangible  taxes  to 
the  State  in  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1938.  Taxes  were 
paid  by  banks  and  insurance  companies  for  many  more  than  this 
number.  It  is  certain  that  the  total  number  of  persons  paying 
some  property  taxes  on  intangibles  increased  materially.  In  this 
connection  it  may  be  pointed  out  that,  under  the  general  pro- 
perty tax  system,  perhaps  the  fullest  disclosure  of  intangibles 
owned  was  made  by  trustees  and  other  fiduciaries,  who  could 
not  afford  to  risk  the  penalties  for  failing  to  list  which  most 
individuals  willingly  risked  when  their  own  intangibles  were  in- 
volved. Thus,  those  having  interests  in  decedents*  estates,  minor 
wards,  and  trust  beneficiaries  generally  paid  relatively  heavier 
taxes  than  other  owners  of  intangibles.  With  more  complete  re- 
turns by  more  taxpayers  under  the  new  system,  this  discrimina- 
tion is  much  less  marked. 

Revenues,  by  comparison  with  the  estimates  made  at  the  time 
the  classification  law  was  passed,  were  disappointing,  though,  in 
part,  the  difference  was  caused  by  the  sharp  decline  in  security 
values  between  the  spring  of  1937,  when  the  estimates  were 
made,  and  the  end  of  1937.  The  total  revenue  received  in  the 
first  fiscal  year  of  the  operation  of  the  new  tax  was  $905,000, 
derived  as  follows:  $238,000  from  bank  deposits,  $6,000  from 
money  on  hand,  $160,000  from  accounts  receivable,  $215,000 
from  notes,  mortgages  and  other  evidences  of  debt,  $33,000  from 
matured  insurance,  annuities  and  trust  funds,  and  $253,000  from 
corporate  stocks.  This  compares  with  approximately  $1,270,000 
received  by  local  governments  from  net  solvent  credits  in  1937. 

The  comparative  revenues  from  intangibles  for  the  fiscal  years 


54  Report  of  the  North  Carolina 

ending  June  30,  1937,  and  June  30,  1938,  may  be  illustrated  as 
follows : 

Revenue  f  10m  1937 

■■■■■■■■SBBHHBIHHHHHHHHHHHBHHHHHHHHi^l 

Revenue  from  1938 

listings  of  intangibles 

corresponding  to  ^ _^_^^^^_____^_^^ 

■■■■■nBHBnHHHBM 

Revenue  from  all  ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

■■■■■BBBBKD8BHHHBHHHBBHHBDHB 

The  average  rate  paid  on  all  intangibles  listed  in  1938  was 
approximately  20c  per  $100.  The  relative  importance  of  the 
various  classes  of  intangibles  in  1938  may  be  illustrated  as 
follows : 

Percentage  of  Percentage  of 

Total  Net  In-  Total  Taxes  on 

tangible  Valuation  Intangibles 

Bank  Accounts   52  26 

Money  on  Hand 1  1 

Accounts   Receivable   14  17 

Notes,  Bonds,  Mortgages,  etc 12  24 

Matured  Insurance,  Annuities,  Trust  Funds  3  4 

Corporate  Stocks    18  28 

The  total  decline  in  revenues  from  intangibles  brought  about 
by  the  new  law  and  lower  rates  was  in  the  neighborhood  of 
$365,000.  However,  as  far  as  local  governments  are  concerned, 
the  decline  was  more  serious  because  the  State  retained  half  the 
1938  taxes.  After  deduction  of  administration  cost,  the  one-half 
of  the  revenue  returned  to  counties  and  cities  amounted  to  only 
$434,000,  and  the  net  loss  to  local  governments  was,  therefore, 
approximately  $836,000  or  approximately  66%  of  their  previous 
revenues  from  intangibles  and  something  over  2%  of  their  total 
property  tax  levies.  In  only  eight  counties  did  the  distribution 
under  the  1938  law  amount  to  more  than  the  total  received  in 
1937  by  the  counties  and  their  subdivisions. 

It  is  to  be  hoped,  and  probably  is  to  be  anticipated  that,  with 
improving  conditions  and  increasing  administrative  efficiency, 
the  collections  from  the  new  tax  will  show  a  material  increase 
in  the  present  fiscal  year.  Also  tending  to  increase  collections  is 
the  fact  that  assessments  will  be  made  and  collected  this  year 
against  taxpayers  who  failed  to  comply  with  the  law  last  year. 
No  corresponding  revenue  was  received  last  year,  as  it  was  the 
first  year. 

C.    Conclusions. 

It  would  not  be  illogical  to  distribute  all  revenues  from  in- 
tangibles, above  administrative  expense,  to  local  governments. 
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They  were  taxed  exclusively  by  local  governments  prior  to  1937, 
and  the  State  does  not  participate  in  any  other  property  tax.  If 
this  were  done,  and  some  improvements  made  in  the  structure 
of  the  act  (particularly  repeal  of  the  $300  exemptions  granted 
to  each  class  of  intangibles),  it  may  reasonably  be  expected  that 
revenues  from  this  source  for  local  governments  at  the  lower 
rates  may  soon  be  built  up  to  equal  their  former  revenues  at  the 
higher  general  property  tax  rates. 

The  Commission  believes- that,  even  though  all  revenues  above 
cost  of  administration  be  distributed  to  local  governments,  the 
assessment  and  collection  of  the  classified  property  tax  on  in- 
tangibles should  remain  a  function  of  the  State  Department  of 
Revenue.  There  are  at  least  five  major  reasons  for  this.  (1)  The 
State  Department  obviously  can  and  will  develop  an  administra- 
tive staff  more  expert  and  efficient  than  any  one  county  could 
afford  to  develop  and  maintain,  even  if  it  desired  to  do  so.  Most 
counties  would  be  forced,  as  they  were  in  the  past,  to  attempt  to 
administer  the  taxes  on  intangibles  with  relatively  untrained 
personnel.  (2)  State  administration  will  avoid  the  wide  varia- 
tion in  efficiency  which  would  be  inevitable  under  local  adminis- 
tration. (3)  The  State  alone  can  advantageously  utilize  the  de- 
vice of  collection  at  the  source,  such  as  is  now  employed  in  con- 
nection with  the  tax  on  bank  deposits.  (4)  With  the  possible  ex- 
ception of  mortgage  records,  the  State  can  more  easily  secure 
access  to  and  check  sources  of  information  calculated  to  reveal 
any  large  holdings  of  untaxed  intangibles.  (5)  State  adminis- 
tration offers  the  only  way  in  which  the  classification  law  can  be 
studied  continuously,  with  a  view  to  its  improvement,  from  a 
State-wide  viewpoint. 

The  Commission  makes  no  specific  recommendations  as  to  rates 
or  the  details  of  the  classification  and  distribution  system,  as  it 
feels  that  these  are  matters  which  can  best  be  studied  and  called 
to  the  attention  of  the  General  Assembly,  from  time  to  time,  by 
administrative  officials. 

V.   Miscellaneous  Matters. 

A.    Conservation  and  Beautification. 

One  specific  proposal  that  has  been  presented  for  consideration, 
and  which  is  approved  by  the  Commission,  is  that  the  General 
Assembly  adopt  a  general  declaration  of  State  policy  somewhat 
as  follows : 
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It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  this  State  so  to 
use  its  system  of  real  estate  taxation  as  to  encourage  the 
conservation  of  natural  resources  and  the  beautification  of 
homes  and  roadsides,  and  all  tax  assessors  are  hereby  in- 
structed to  make  no  increase  in  the  tax  valuation  of  real 
estate  as  a  result  of  the  owner's  enterprise  in  adopting  any 
one  or  more  of  the  following  progressive  policies : 

1.  Planting  and  care  of  lawns,  shade  trees,    shrubs  and 
flowers  for  non-commercial  purposes. 

2.  Repainting  buildings. 

3.  Terracing  or  other  methods  of  soil  conservation,  to  the 
extent  that  they  preserve  values  already  existing. 

4.  Protection  of  forests  against  fire. 

In  the  true  sense  of  the  word,  this  declaration  of  policy  does 
not  involve  exercise  of  the  legislature's  classification  power.  In 
the  main,  the  activities  mentioned  are  not  designed  actually  to 
increase  greatly  the  monetary  value  of  real  estate,  but  rather 
they  are  designed  to  prevent  the  deterioration  or  destruction  of 
existing  values.  For  instance,  if  proper  soil  conservation  prac- 
tices are  not  adopted,  soil  may  wash  away,  necessitating  eventual 
reduction  of  tax  valuation  with  a  consequent  increase  in  the  bur- 
den of  other  taxpayers ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  terracing  does 
not  add  new  soil  or  new  value,  but  simply  serves  to  preserve 
existing  soil  and  value.  Similarly,  fire  protection  for  forests  does 
not  increase  the  present  value  of  such  forests,  but  destruction  of 
forests  by  fire  undoubtedly  decreases  present  values.  To  the  ex- 
tent that  beautification  of  homes  and  roadsides  is  involved  in  the 
above  declaration  of  policy,  it  may  be  pointed  out  that  the  beauty 
and  charm  thus  created  are  enjoyed  by  and,  in  a  very  real  sense, 
"possessed"  by  the  public  at  large ;  that  on  all  well  traveled  streets 
and  highways  they  may  be  of  far  greater  value  to  the  State  and 
the  public  than  to  the  individual  owner. 

It  seems  certain  that,  in  practice,  many  of  our  assessors  are 
making  no  attempt  to  increase  values  on  account  of  the  activi- 
ties enumerated.  (If  for  no  other  reason,  they  forego  increases 
in  many  cases  because  of  existing  statutes  providing  that  no  in- 
creases shall  be  made,  between  re-assessment  periods,  for  im- 
provements valued  at  less  than  $100.)  However,  it  seems  possible 
that  many  real  estate  owners  are  deterred  from  adopting  these 
desirable  practices  because  of  fear  that  their  taxes  will  be  in- 
creased.   It  is  suggested,  therefore,  that  the  policy  of  the  State 
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in  this  respect  be  made  clear ;  that  the  General  Assembly,  not  by 
way  of  exercising  its  classification  power  but  rather  by  way  of 
clarifying  the  definition  of  value  for  tax  purposes,  make  certain 
that  tax  values  shall  not  be  raised  by  virtue  of  these  specified 
practices,  which  actually  serve  only  to  preserve  existing  values 
and  which,  while  they  promote  human  happiness,  do  not  result 
primarily  in  the  creation  of  new  monetary  values. 

B.    Improved  Assessment  Practice. 

In  brief,  the  machinery  for  assessment  of  property  in  North 
Carolina  is  as  follows.  A  Tax  Supervisor  is  appointed  annually 
for  each  county  by  the  County  Commissioners.  The  Supervisor, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Commissioners,  appoints  township  list 
takers  and  assessors,  the  number  ranging  from  one  per  township 
in  ordinary  years  to  three  or  more  per  township  in  revaluation 
years.  Appeals  lie  to  the  Commissioners,  sitting  as  County 
Boards  of  Equalization,  and  then  to  the  State  Board  of  Assess- 
ment. 

Personal  property  is  assessed  annually.  In  theory,  all  real 
estate  is  assessed  each  fourth  year,  but  in  actuality  the  elapsed 
time  between  actual  revaluations  has  averaged  much  longer  than 
four  years  in  most  counties.  As  a  substitute,  horizontal  decreases 
and  increases  in  real  estate  values  have  been  employed. 

In  only  seven  counties  is  the  Tax  Supervisor  a  full-time,  all- 
year  official  having  no  duties  other  than  the  listing  and  assess- 
ing of  property  and  preparation  of  tax  bills  and  records.  In  the 
other  counties  he  either  serves  only  for  a  few  months  during  the 
annual  listing  period  or  is  a  person  holding  some  other  county 
office.  In  the  majority  of  counties,  the  County  Auditor  or  Ac- 
countant is  Tax  Supervisor. 

The  overwhelming  part  of  all  appraisal  work  is  done  by  the 
township  list  takers  and  assessors,  though  a  few  counties  have 
established  virtual  full-time  assessors  to  handle  all  new  construc- 
tion and  complaints.  There  is  no  semblance  of  active  State  super- 
vision of  assessment  work. 

The  Commission  feels  that  the  average  level  of  ability  of  the 
Tax  Supervisors  is  rather  high,  but  it  also  feels  that  most  of 
them  are  unable  to  devote  sufficient  time  and  effort  to  their  jobs 
because  they  are  under  the  necessity  of  performing  duties  as 
accountants,  registers  of  deeds,  and  purchasing  agents  (some- 
times all  three).  It  is  general  knowledge  that  township  assessors 
are  often  untrained. 
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Even  where  assessors  are  relatively  trained  or  experienced, 
assessment  results  are  often  highly  unsatisfactory,  because  as- 
sessors in  different  townships  are  permitted  to  work  in  complete 
independence  of  assessors  in  all  other  townships. 

The  conclusion  is  inescapable  that  assessment  practice  in  North 
Carolina  is  in  a  highly  unsatisfactory  state.  Only  a  handful  of 
counties  have  attempted  to  introduce  the  modern  real  estate  ap- 
praisal methods  employed  by  the  nation's  best  qualified  assess- 
ors. Only  a  handful  of  cities  in  the  state  have  adequate  tax 
maps.  Not  a  single  county  has  a  tax  map  covering  its  rural  areas. 
Only  a  fourth  of  the  counties  have  made  any  attempt  in  recent 
years  to  classify  acreage  on  the  tax  books;  and  in  many  of  those 
counties  the  classification  has  been  sadly  mangled  by  assessors. 
(Attention  is  called  to  the  comments  in  this  respect,  and  to  the 
general  discussion  of  the  State's  assessment  system,  contained 
in  the  report  of  the  Forest  Taxation  Inquiry,  printed  herewith 
as  Appendix  B.) 

In  the  overwhelming  majority  of  counties  in  North  Carolina 
there  is  not  on  the  tax  records  information  sufficient  to  demon- 
strate either  the  validity  of  real  estate  assessments  or  the  process 
by  which  the  assessments  were  fixed. 

The  Commission  realizes  that  assessment,  and  particularly 
real  estate  assessment,  is  a  very  difficult  field,  and  that  there 
is  no  such  thing  as  a  perfect  assessment  system  or  perfect  equali- 
zation. It  feels,  however,  that  there  is  much  room  for  improve- 
ment which  can  be  and  should  be  made.  While  it  is  not  possible 
to  make  a  lengthy  report  on  the  subject,  the  Commission  recom- 
mends that  the  General  Assembly  consider  the  following  mea- 
sures, which  the  Commission  feels  would  be  advisable: 

(1)  Abolition  of  the  township  appraisal  system  in  favor  of  a 
full-time  county  assessor  or  a  small  group  of  appraisers  (work- 
ing full-time  whenever  necessary)  with  county-wide  jurisdiction. 
At  least  two  advantages  should  accrue  from  such  a  change: 
first,  more  adequately  trained  appraisers;  second,  a  more  uni- 
form standard  of  values  throughout  each  county.  Such  action 
would  also  pave  the  way  for  abolition  of  the  quadrennial  assess- 
ment theory,  which  has  broken  down  in  practice,  in  favor  of  con- 
tinuous reassessment. 

(2)  Establishment  of  a  State  agency  with  active  supervisory 
powers  over  local  assessing  personnel  or,  at  the  least,  with  power 
to  provide  compulsory  training  for  local  assessors  and  to  pre- 
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pare  and  provide  adequate  manuals  for  their  use.  Obviously,  this 
should  result  in  better  assessment  practices  and  better  local 
equalization.  In  fact,  it  is  probably  the  only  way  to  approach 
proper  equalization  in  many  counties.  It  would  also  tend  to 
equalize  values  throughout  the  State.  Many  North  Carolinians 
are  now  inclined  to  regard  this  latter  as  unimportant  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  State  is  levying  no  general  property  taxes.  How- 
ever, the  Commission  feels  that  there  are  at  least  three  reasons 
(other  than  local  equalization)  which  make  a  considerable  mea- 
sure of  State  supervision  desirable.  First,  in  connection  with  social 
security  taxes,  we  have  an  equalization  fund  which  cannot 
operate  equitably  without  State-wide  equalization  of  property 
values,  as  a  county's  right  to  share  in  it  depends,  in  part,  on  its 
tax  valuation.  From  time  to  time,  as  there  have  been  in  the 
past,  there  may  be  other  State  equalization  funds  of  the  same 
character. 

Second,  if  the  General  Assembly  desires  to  exempt  homesteads, 
to  classify  forest  lands,  or  to  exercise  its  classification  power  in 
any  other  way  which  involves  local  assessments,  some  measure 
of  State  supervision  is  a  virtual  necessity  if  the  State's  policy, 
as  thus  defined  by  the  Assembly,  is  to  be  effectuated.  Unsuper- 
vised local  assessors  can,  by  varying  bases  of  assessments,  do 
much  to  defeat  the  purpose  of  any  exemption  or  classification 
plan. 

Third,  there  is  at  present  considerable  competition  between 
counties  in  industrial  and  commercial  assessments.  Except  to 
the  extent  that  there  might  still  be  an  interstate  competitive 
factor,  the  competitive  element  could  be  eliminated  by  apply- 
ing the  same  standards  throughout  the  State. 

C.    The  $300  Tangible  Personal  Property  Exemption. 

It  is  the  settled  policy  of  the  State  to  grant  a  $300  tax  exemp- 
tion to  certain  types  of  tangible  personal  property,  including 
household  and  kitchen  furniture,  wearing  apparel,  farm  imple- 
ments and  livestock.  It  is  frequently  charged,  apparently  with 
some  basis,  that  some  families  divide  up  their  holdings  of  these 
types  of  property  among  husband,  wife  and  children,  thus  ob- 
taining an  unfair  advantage  over  the  family  in  which  the  head 
of  the  house  lists  it  all.  There  is  no  way  to  measure  the  extent 
to  which  this  practice  is  followed,  though  the  Commission  does 
not  believe  that  it  has  any  very  material  effect  on  the  total  tax 
base.   The  Commission  feels,  however,  that  it  is  a  faulty  situa- 
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tion  and  should  be  cured.  It  therefore  recommends  that  the  privi- 
lege of  claiming  the  exemption  be  limited  to:  (1)  each  house- 
hold, consisting  of  the  head  of  the  household  and  all  dependents 
(one  $300  exemption  to  be  distributed  among  the  members  of 
the  household  as  they  see  fit) ;  and  (2)  each  single  person,  not 
residing  with  persons  on  whom  he  is  dependent,  as  to  eligible 
property  actually  owned  by  him. 

The  Commission  calls  attention  to  the  fact  that  much  pro- 
perty of  this  character  escapes  taxation  because  taxpayers  are 
permitted  to  say,  when  listing,  that  they  have  no  more  than  $300 
worth,  when  enumeration  of  items  owned  would  quickly  show 
the  contrary.  However,  this  is  a  situation  calling  for  adminis- 
trative improvement,  rather  than  legislative  action. 

D.    Tax  Collection  and  Foreclosure. 

The  Commission  wishes  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the  General 
Assembly  the  fact  that  for  many  years  the  volume  of  legisla- 
tion on  our  statute  books  dealing  with  tax  collection  and  fore- 
closure has  been  growing  in  a  more  or  less  haphazard,  piecemeal 
way.  There  are  many  sections,  not  expressly  repealed,  which  it 
is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  classify  categorically  as  either 
in  force  or  repealed  by  implication.  There  are  express  and  im- 
plied conflicts  between  different  statutes  which  are  difficult  to 
reconcile.  In  short,  there  is  need  of  a  revision  and  codification 
of  the  tax  collection  and  foreclosure  laws,  and  the  Commission, 
while  unable,  because  of  its  other  activities,  to  undertake  the 
task,  recommends  that  the  General  Assembly  take  appropriate 
steps  to  have  it  done. 

The  Commission  desires  to  call  particular  attention  to  the  tax 
foreclosure  situation.  Counties  and  cities  can  at  present  bring 
foreclosure  actions  under  either  of  two  statutes.  For  either  type 
of  action  a  complete  title  search  is  required  and  it  is  necessary 
that  all  persons  having  any  interest  in  the  property  (including 
lienors  and  judgment  creditors)  be  served  with  summons.  To 
bring  such  an  action  properly  is  ordinarily,  judging  by  the  usual 
legal  fees,  worth  considerably  more  than  the  average  county  or 
city  attorney  is  paid  for  the  work.  This  undoubtedly  encourages 
slipshod  legal  work  and  this,  plus  the  fact  that  new  technical 
difficulties  are  forever  being  encountered,  causes  most  real  estate 
lawyers  to  refuse  to  issue  title  certificates  on  tax  foreclosure 
titles.  Many  lawyers  still  seek  foreclosure  work,  but  they  give 
no  more  service  than  they  are  paid  to  give. 
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Under  one  type  of  action  only  $6  costs  (including  an  attor- 
ney's fee)  can  be  taxed  against  the  taxpayer,  though  the  attor- 
ney may  be  paid  as  much  as  $10.  Much  friction  with  sheriffs 
and  clerks  as  to  their  fees  still  results  from  this.  Under  the 
other  type  of  action,  while  other  costs  are  unlimited,  no  attor- 
ney's fees  can  be  taxed  as  costs.  Of  course,  if  the  unit  takes  its 
somewhat  doubtful  title  and  finds  a  sale  for  the  property  it  may 
be  able  to  recoup  its  foreclosure  expenses  from  the  sale  price. 
But  if,  as  happens  in  thousands  of  cases,  the  taxpayer  pays  af- 
ter the  action  is  instituted,  the  unit  has  paid  out  more  than  it 
can  tax  as  costs  and,  consequently,  those  who  paid  their  taxes 
on  time  are  penalized  by  having  to  pay  this  deficit. 

The  Commission  is  not  advocating  any  increase  in  the  cost  of 
tax  foreclosure.  It  fully  realizes  that  the  present  situation  is  in 
part  the  result  of  a  reaction  from  a  situation  once  obtaining  when 
attorney's  fees  and  other  costs  in  tax  actions  were  exorbitant. 
The  Commission  feels  that  tax  foreclosures  should  be  both  in- 
expensive and  simple.  In  fact,  if  they  are  to  be  inexpensive, 
they  must  be  simple.  Any  complicated  court  action  costs  money, 
and  that  money,  if  not  paid  by  the  delinquent  taxpayers,  must 
be  paid  by  the  prompt  taxpayers. 

The  Commission  realizes  that  there  are  certain  legal  difficul- 
ties in  the  way  of  a  simple,  inexpensive  foreclosure  law.  The 
State  recently  had  a  somewhat  simpler  type  of  action,  but  its 
shortcuts,  after  being  accepted  by  our  Supreme  Court  for  sev- 
eral years,  were  held  to  be  invalid.  Nevertheless,  the  Commis- 
sion feels  that  by  experimenting  with  alternative  procedures  it 
should  be  possible  to  find  one  which  is  simple,  inexpensive  and 
also  acceptable  to  the  courts.  People  who  have  an  interest  in 
land  know,  or  ought  to  know,  that  taxes  are  levied  against  it. 
They  know,  or  ought  to  know,  that  if  those  taxes  are  not  paid 
they  stand  liable  to  lose  the  land.  Without  advocating  any  un- 
due harshness,  it  seems  reasonable  to  say  that,  after  lapse  of 
whatever  period  of  grace  the  legislature  may  prescribe,  the  tax- 
ing unit  should  be  able  to  seize  and  sell  the  land  with  a  minimum 
of  formality.  It  is  indeed  a  strange  situation  in  which  a  private 
mortgagee  can  foreclose  the  lien  of  his  mortgage  by  a  procedure 
both  shorter  and  simpler  than  that  by  which  a  taxing  unit  may 
foreclose  the  lien  of  its  taxes. 

As  one  possible  alternative  to  the  present  court  actions,  the 
Commission  calls  attention  to  one  of  the  collection  methods  per- 
mitted the  State  by  the  Revenue  Act,  under  which  the  tax  lien 
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is  docketed  as  a  judgment  and  execution  issued  thereon,  without 
formal  court  action.  However,  this  or  any  other  simplified  method 
should  probably  be  provided  only  as  an  alternative  and  optional 
remedy  until  the  courts  pass  upon  its  validity  as  applied  to  the 
property  tax. 

Further,  while  foreclosure  by  court  action  remains  as  a  remedy 
provided  by  the  legislature,  it  should  be  permissible  for  the  tax- 
ing unit  to  tax  as  costs  any  foreclosure  expense  which  the  legis- 
lature permits  it  to  make.  Without  having  any  desire  to  com- 
plicate the  predicament  of  the  delinquent  taxpayer,  the  Commis- 
sion feels  that  it  is  unjust  to  visit  the  legal  costs  of  his  delin- 
quency upon  those  who  have  promptly,  if  not  altogether  cheer- 
fully, paid  their  taxes. 

Finally,  the  Commission  wishes  to  call  attention  to  one  phase 
of  the  foreclosure  situation  which,  in  some  places,  has  resulted  in 
needless  confusion  and  waste.  There  are  instances  in  which  as 
many  as  ten  foreclosure  actions  (five  county  and  five  city)  are 
pending  against  the  same  property,  each  for  one  year's  taxes 
and  each  with  its  own  set  of  costs.  Obviously,  this  is  primarily 
the  fault  of  local  officials  (particularly  attorneys)  but  it  can,  as 
far  as  the  future  is  concerned,  be  largely  cured  by  legislation. 
As  long  as  foreclosure  by  court  action  is  required  or  permitted, 
it  should  be  required,  except  in  unusual  cases,  that  only  one  ac- 
tion be  pending  at  any  time  against  any  particular  property  to 
foreclose  the  taxes  of  one  local  government.  Taxes  becoming  de- 
linquent after  a  foreclosure  has  been  begun  can  be  cared  for 
either  by  proper  allegations  in  the  original  complaint  or  by  sub- 
sequent amendment. 

This  situation  fortunately  does  not  obtain  everywhere;  and 
where  it  does  obtain  there  is  probably  no  legislative  cure  for  the 
past  transgressions.  But  to  allow  it  to  continue  in  the  future  is 
simply  a  great  waste  of  somebody's  money ;  and,  from  the  stand- 
point of  efficient  government,  it  makes  little  difference  whether 
its  burden  falls  upon  the  prompt  or  upon  the  delinquent  tax- 
payers.  It  is  still  waste. 
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HOMESTEAD  TAX  EXEMPTION  TABLES 
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INTRODUCTORY  NOTE  REGARDING  UNITS  OMITTED 
FROM  TABLES  AND  EXPLANATIONS 

The  homestead  survey  results  for  Burke  County  were  received 
in  final  form  at  a  very  late  date.  Therefore,  while  results  for 
Burke  and  its  towns  were  inserted  in  as  many  Tables  as  possible, 
it  was  impossible  to  reflect  them  in  totals  and  averages  and  in 
the  explanatory  comments  to  the  Tables,  all  of  which  had  been 
prepared  and  some  of  which  had  been  sent  to  the  printer  when 
the  Burke  results  became  available. 

As  explained  in  the  text  of  the  report,  no  homestead  survey 
results  were  received  from  Clay  and  Vance  Counties  or  the  towns 
therein,  and  they  are,  therefore,  omitted  from  all  Tables. 

In  the  ninety-eight  counties  covered  by  the  survey,  through 
omissions  on  the  part  of  the  survey  workers,  no  results  were  re- 
ceived for  the  following  twenty-two  towns  (all  rather  small) 
which  are  likewise  omitted  from  all  Tables:  Drexel,  East  Lau- 
rinburg,  Eureka,  Griffon,  Hamilton  Lakes,  Harrellsville,  Hassell, 
Hudson,  Huntersville,  Knightdale,  Laurel  Park,  Mayodan,  Oak- 
boro,  Parmele,  Powellsville,  Princeville,  Rhodhiss,  Richfield,  Sea- 
grove,  Sims,  Staley  and  Swan  Quarter. 

In  addition,  other  towns  are  omitted  from  several  other  Tables 
for  reasons  explained  in  connection  with  each. 
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Table  I 


Explanatory  comments : 

1.  For  the  ninety-seven  counties  covered  by  the  Table,  the 
homestead  survey  workers  reported:  245,790  owner-occupied 
white  homes  (including  Indians),  valued  for  tax  purposes  at 
$519,288,277;  49,055  owner-occupied  colored  homes  valued  at 
$38,656,888;  a  grand  total  of  294,845  owner-occupied  homes 
valued  at  $557,945,165.  For  the  State  as  a  whole  this  compares 
very  favorably  with  1930  United  States  census  figures,  which  at- 
tributed to  North  Carolina  approximately  280,000  owner-occupied 
homes,  of  which  approximately  50,000  were  Negro.  The  home- 
stead valuation  represents  24.22%  of  the  total  tax  valuation  of 
the  ninety-seven  counties. 

2.  For  individual  counties,  results  are  less  accurate.  The  staff 
of  the  Commission  has  compiled  estimates  of  the  probable  num- 
ber of  owner-occupied  homes  in  each  county  by  taking  the  esti- 
mated 1937  population  of  the  county  and  applying  to  it  the  home 
ownership  ratio  in  that  county  shown  by  the  1930  census.  On 
this  basis,  it  is  believed  that  at  least  the  following  counties  re- 
ported too  many  owner-occupied  homes :  Madison,  Caswell,  Gra- 
ham, Warren,  Pender,  Alamance,  Davie,  Avery,  Lee,  Watauga, 
Wayne  and  Chowan.  Results  for  these  counties,  and  possibly  a 
few  others,  should  probably  be  discounted  to  some  extent,  though 
it  is  impossible  to  say  how  much.  It  should  be  realized  that  the 
estimates  used  as  a  basis  of  comparison  are  very  inexact,  and 
that  the  results  shown  by  the  Table  for  one  or  more  of  these 
counties  may  actually  be  much  more  accurate  than  this  com- 
mentary would  indicate.  It  is  possible  also  that  too  many  home- 
steads were  reported  for  some  cities  and  towns  included  in  sub- 
sequent Tables.  However,  the  number  of  counties  and  cities  af- 
fected by  these  possible  errors  is  not  such  as  materially  to  af- 
fect the  results  for  the  State  as  a  whole,  even  if  a  few  of  the 
more  extreme  figures  be  heavily  discounted. 

3.  It  is  believed  that  a  few  counties  reported  too  small  a  num- 
ber of  owner-occupied  homes.  However,  as  these  are  primarily 
the  larger  industrial  counties,  which  would,  on  the  whole,  be 
least  affected  by  homestead  exemption,  the  error,  if  present,  does 
not  have  the  effect  of  presenting  any  misleading  fiscal  picture  in 
the  subsequent  Tables. 
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4.  The  valuations  given  for  homes  may  not  have  been  reported 
on  quite  the  same  basis  in  all  counties.  For  purposes  of  the  sur- 
vey a  homestead  was  defined  as  "a  home  occupied  by  the  owner, 
with  all  the  land  contiguous  thereto,  listed  as  one  unit  on  the 
county  tax  books."  This  means  that,  in  urban  areas,  the  valua- 
tion includes  the  value  of  the  house  and  at  least  the  one  lot  on 
which  it  stands.  In  many  cases  it  may  also  include  the  value  of 
other  contiguous  lots  and  in  a  few  cases  it  may  erroneously  in- 
clude the  value  of  other  lots  not  contiguous.  In  rural  areas,  the 
home  value  includes  the  house  and  the  land  value  of  the  entire 
farm  on  which  it  stands.  Values  of  tenant  houses  on  farms  also 
occupied  by  the  owners  should  have  been  excluded,  though  they 
may  not  have  been  excluded  in  all  cases.  In  most  cases,  both 
rural  and  urban,  the  home  values  include  the  value  of  garages, 
barns  and  other  outbuildings.  They  should  not,  and  probably  do 
not  in  any  case,  include  any  personal  property  valuations.  No 
attempt  was  made  to  segregate  or  exclude  homes  used  partly  for 
commercial  purposes. 

5.  Arithmetical  averages  for  the  ninety-seven  counties  includ- 
ed would  be :  2,534  white  homes  valued  at  $5,353,487 ;  506  colored 
homes  valued  at  $398,525,  and  3,040  total  homes  valued  at  $5,- 
752,012.  However,  these  figures  do  not  present  a  picture  of  the 
"typical"  county.  Median  figures  are  2,626  total  homes  valued 
at  $3,960,862.  Not  even  these  figures  can  properly  be  called 
"typical,"  as,  for  this  purpose,  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  "typi- 
cal" county.  For  the  fifty  counties  which  rank  in  the  middle  of 
the  list,  the  range  is  from  1,266  to  3,314  white  homes;  from 
$2,121,265  to  $6,282,324  in  white  home  valuation;  from  162  to 
710  colored  homes;  from  $103,611  to  $511,897  in  colored  home 
valuation;  from  1,731  to  3,897  total  homes;  and  from  $2,276,327 
to  $6,857,164  in  total  home  valuation. 
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TABLE  I 

number  and  assessed  value  of  owner-occupied  homes, 

by  counties 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  County 


Alamance 

Alexander. .. 

Alleghany 

Anson 

Ashe 

Avery. 

Beaufort 

Bertie 

Bladen* 

Brunswick... 
Buncombe... 

Burke 

Cabarrus 

Caldwell.... 

Camden 

Carteret 

Caswell 

Catawba 

Chatham 

Cherokee 

Chowan 

Cleveland 

Columbus... 

Craven 

Cumberland. 

Currituck 

Dare 

Davidson 

Davie 

Duplin 

Durham 

Edgecombe. . 

Forsyth 

Franklin 

Gaston 

Gates 

Graham* 

Granville 

Greene 

Guilford 

Halifax 

Harnett 

Haywood 

Henderson.. 

Hertford 

Hoke* 

Hyde 

Iredell 

Jackson 

Johnston 

Jones 


Number 

Assessed 

Number 

Assessed 

Assessed 

of 

Value, 

of 

Value, 

Total 

Value, 

White 

White 

Colored 

Colored 

Homes 

Total 

Homes 

Homes 

Homes 

Homes 

Homes 

5,124 

$      9,631,201 

789 

$         656,909 

5,913 

$    10,288,110 

1,851 

2,526,496 

117 

77,573 

1,968 

2,604,069 

1,442 

2,219,532 

55 

26,733 

1,497 

2,246,265 

1,371 

2,540,241 

605 

354,925 

1,976 

2,895,166 

3,314 

1,426,228 

71 

8,548 

3,385 

1,434,776 

2,000 

2,412,641 

18 

11,681 

2,018 

2,424,322 

2,976 

6,280,190 

961 

598,440 

3,937 

6,878,630 

1,038 

1,777,750 

721 

431,469 

1,759 

2,209,219 

1,589 

2,346,985 

935 

514,774 

2,524 

2,861,759 

1,672 

1,613,393 

858 

367,979 

2,530 

1,981,372 

9,891 

21,630,346 

683 

959,340 

10,574 

22,589,686 

2,857 

5,391,205 

284 

192,539 

3,141 

5,583,744 

3,400 

8,012,164 

497 

364,270 

3,897 

8,376,434 

3,818 

6,543,671 

403 

184,598 

4,221 

6,728,269 

426 

875,538 

115 

105,422 

541 

980,960 

2,283 

2,532,498 

282 

163,013 

2,565 

2,695,511 

1,680 

4,508,038 

522 

535,440 

2,202 

5,043,478 

4,871 

11,473,192 

406 

324,637 

5,277 

11,797,829 

2,144 

3,942,727 

482 

389,753 

2,626 

4,332,480 

1,955 

2,025,718 

36 

8,452 

1,991 

2,034,170 

786 

2,172,505 

531 

429,555 

1,317 

2,602,060 

3,842 

9,041,022 

353 

294,459 

4,195 

9,335,481 

3,696 

6,028,595 

1,237 

828,569 

4,933 

6,857,164 

1,938 

2,949,962 

1,285 

510,764 

3,223 

3,460,726 

3,268 

6,362,843 

1,267 

880,991 

4,535 

7,243,834 

662 

1,307,773 

109 

89,379 

771 

1,397,152 

1,030 

661,210 

91 

30,405 

1,121 

691,615 

5,027 

8,860,584 

360 

223,644 

5,387 

9,084,228 

1,759 

3,217,301 

250 

123,581 

2,009 

3,340,882 

2,076 

3,970,219 

595 

434,066 

2,671 

4,404,285 

3,811 

14,099,512 

979 

1,690,447 

4,790 

15,789,959 

1,703 

5,010,400 

952 

762,991 

2,655 

5,773,391 

8,310 

22,559,504 

1,526 

1,647,514 

9,836 

24,207,018 

1,570 

3,054,603 

326 

323,665 

1,896 

3,378,268 

3,873 

10,332,568 

605 

424,624 

4,478 

10,757,192 

695 

1,545,530 

354 

289,844 

1,049 

1,835,374 

865 

749,068 

0 

0 

865 

749,068 

1,344 

3,385,710 

577 

502,375 

1,921 

3,888,085 

667 

1,819,543 

114 

120,509 

781 

1,940,052 

10,098 

29,983,909 

1,453 

1,554,740 

11,551 

31,538,649 

1,910 

4,660,234 

1,475 

1,383,931 

3,385 

6,044,165 

2,963 

6,123,058 

588 

407,560 

3,551 

6,530,618 

3,616 

6,160,838 

129 

77,977 

3,745 

6,238,815 

2,694 

5,091,127 

227 

166,258 

2,921 

5,257,385 

795 

2,121,265 

710 

947,988 

1,505 

3,069,253 

619 

2,008,705 

280 

303,889 

899 

2,312,594 

703 

1,098,304 

162 

60,910 

865 

1,159,214 

4,283 

8,960,309 

592 

365,263 

4,875 

9,325,572 

2,035 

2,588,616 

55 

28,894 

2,090 

2,617,510 

4,108 

8,803,988 

346 

334,322 

4,454 

9,138,310 

544 

1,135,036 

154 

132,150 

698 

1,267,186 

*Reported  some  Indian  owner-occupied  homes,  which  wer  t  included  in  white  totals. 
number  of  any  importance  by  comparison  to  the  totals. 
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TABLE  I— Continued 

NUMBER  AND  ASSESSED  VALUE  OF  OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMES, 

BY  COUNTIES 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  County 

Number 

of 
White 
Homes 

Assessed 
Value, 
White 
Homes 

Number 

of 
Colored 
Homes 

Assessed 
Value, 
Colored 
Homes 

Total 
Homes 

Assessed 
Value, 
Total 

Homes 

Lee  .  .  

1,298 
1,754 
2,238 
1,708 
3,687 
1,266 
1,853 
7,847 
2,066 
1,110 
2,379 
2,671 
2,790 
1,290 
1,442 
2,267 
1,107 
1,402 
1,509 

699 
1,130 
2,573 
1,120 
4,998 
1,345 
3,360 
3,225 
4,549 
3,470 
3,168 

679 
2,358 
1,865 
4,005 
1,023 
1,053 

540 
3,011 
6,430 
1,194 

673 
2,774 
2,615 
4,871 
2,521 
2,698 
2,024 

$      3,062.646 

316 
711 
252 
23 
10 
623 
201 

1,107 

4 

99 

1,102 
588 

1,281 
544 
322 
762 
338 
590 

1,179 
367 
315 
880 
160 
396 
537 

1,028 

492 

460 

333 

820 

370 

278 

63 

229 

17 

87 

177 

273 

1,804 

1,480 
342 
29 
695 
264 
683 
164 
22 

$          195.792 

1.614 

$      3,258.438 

Lenoir             . . 

5,365 
5,060 
2,219 
3,799 
2,681 
2,464 

24,473 
2,023 
1,518 
4,294 
6,355 

11,818 
2,118 
2,463 
4,350 
954 
3,674 
2,486 
1,387 
2,390 
8,433 
1,552 
8,474 
3,167 
7,202 
6,282 

14,481 
5,787 
5,826 
2,442 
3,822 
4,299 
7,750 
857 
1,335 
677 
4,353 

24,227 
2,517 
1,405 
3,993 
7,072 
5,410 
6,159 
4,337 
2,270 

150 
040 
446 
262 
371 
939 
785 
923 
577 
623 
816 
635 
497 
017 
345 
317 
956 
792 
577 
134 
075 
317 
574 
225 
325 
324 
086 
539 
688 
647 
604 
154 
590 
596 
884 
518 
515 
537 
732 
432 
657 
868 
495 
443 
947 
267 

500 

141 

11 

3 

485 

103 

1,077 

52 
452 
527 
1,545 
433 
165 
476 
117 
437 
565 
283 
282 
718 

81 
248 
347 
666 
373 
669 
234 
511 
272 
138 

70 

150 

4 

27 

103 

154 

1,960 

1,028 

206 

8 

642 

126 

531 

59 
6 

770 

207 

721 

178 

147 

201 

725 

751 

786 

073 

234 

245 

674 

283 

093 

827 

046 

388 

681 

533 

186 

640 

617 

435 

580 

173 

294 

148 

897 

284  ' 

258 

404 

125 

206 

957 

611 

307 

985 

558 

306 

831 

829 

611 

655 

356 

060 

2 
2 
1 
3 
1 
2 
8 
2 
1 
3 
3 
4 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
3 
1 
5 
1 
4 
3 
5 
3 
3 
1 
2 
1 
4 
1 
1 

3 
8 
2 
1 
2 
3 
5 
3 
2 
2 

465 
490 
731 
697 
889 
054 
954 
070 
209 
481 
259 
071 
834 
764 
029 
445 
992 
688 
066 
445 
453 
280 
394 
882 
388 
717 
009 
803 
988 
049 
636 
928 
234 
040 
140 
717 
284 
234 
674 
015 
803 
310 
135 
204 
862 
046 

5,865 
5,201 
2,231 
3,802 
3,166 
2,568 

25,551 
2,024 
1,571 
4,746 
6,883 

13,363 
2,552 
2,628 
4,826 
1,072 
4,112 
3,052 
1,671 
2,672 
9,151 
1,633 
8,723 
3,514 
7,868 
6,655 

15,150 
6,021 
6,338 
2,714 
3,960 
4,369 
7,900 
861 
1,363 
781, 
4,507 

26,188 
3,546 
1,611 
4,002 
7,715 
5,537 
6,691 
4,397 
2,276 

990 

Lincoln 

347 

Macon .  _ 

167 

Madison  _ 

440 

Martin  . 

518 

McDowell.. 

140 

Mecklenburg      .  ._ 

510 

Mitchell 

674 

Montgomery  ..  _.  . 

363 

Moore - 

696 

Nash      ..     __ 

050 

New  Hanover .  

880 

Northampton.  _  . 

171 

Onslow .  . 

300 

Orange 

438 

Pamlico  ... ... 

144 

Pasquotank .       .. 

002 

Pender.              .          

180 

Perquimans  ._ .  .       

258 

Person _  .. 

667 

Pitt 

261 

Polk 

957 

Randolph.. . 

191 

Richmond ..... 

660 

Robsson*    __     ._..__...  

905 

Rockingham*     . _ 

497 

Rowan.            .  .  .  .  . 

380 

Rutherford . 

687 

Sampson* . 

585 

Scotland* .  

931 

Stanly .  

862 

Stokes ...     ... 

558 

Surry .       

715 

Swain.        . 

802 

Transylvania. 

841 

Tyrrell. 

129 

Union .  

822 

Wake... 

522 

Warren.. .       _________ 

290 

Washington... . 

738 

Watauga _ 

488 

Wayne.  ..     .  ..  _. . 

697 

Wilkes 

106 

Wilson 

098 

Yadkin .  . . 

303 

Yancey .  

327 

Total,— 97  Counties. 

245,790 

$  519,288,277 

49,055 

$    38,656,888 

294,845 

$  557,945,165 

*Reported  some  Indian  owner-occupied  homes,  which  were  included  in  white  totals, 
number  of  any  importance  by  comparison  to  the  totals. 
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TABLE   I-A 

PERCENTAGE   OF   TOTAL   TAX   VALUATION   REPRESENTED   BY 

ASSESSED   VALUE    OF   OWNER-OCCUPIED   HOMES, 

COUNTIES  BY  RANK 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 

(Burke,  Clay,  and  Vance  Counties  Omitted) 


1.  Caswell 63.19 

2.  Avery 55.38 

3.  Alleghany 55.01 

4.  Yadkin 53.15 

5.  Watauga 52.47 

6.  Madison 50.84 

7.  Yancey 49.11 

8.  Stokes 46.27 

9.  Macon 40.20 

10.  Randolph 39.92 

11.  Lincoln 39.86 

12.  Warren 37.34 

13.  Ashe 37.18 

14.  Chowan 36.72 

15.  Wilkes 36.07 

16.  Columbus 35.93 

17.  Pender 35.13 

18.  Sampson 34.72 

19.  Onslow 34.42 

20.  Alexander 33.93 

21.  Gates 33.19 

22.  Jackson 32.64 

23.  Currituck 32.43 

24.  Orange 32.43 

25.  Jones 31.89 

26.  Beaufort 31.73 

27.  Cleveland 31.69 

28.  Hoke 31.62 

29.  Camden 31.11 

30.  Polk 31.09 

31.  Hertford 31.03 

32.  Cumberland 30.93 

33.  Caldwell. 30.84 

34.  Wake 30.80 

35.  Davie 30.76 

36.  Hyde 30.13 

37.  Surry ....30.07 

38.  Harnett 29.95 

39.  Mitchell ..29.85 

40.  Johnston.... 29.65 

41.  Pasquotank 29.15 

42.  Tyrrell 29.07 

43.  Alamance . 28.89 

44.  Greene 28.82 

45.  Union 28.81 

46.  Pamlico 28.56 

47.  Perquimans 28.46 

48.  Brunswick ..28.27 

49.  Franklin 28.07 

50.  Duplin 27.81 


51.  Transylvania 27.80' 

52.  Chatham 27.79 

53.  Davidson 27.68 

54.  Lee 27.64 

55.  Lenoir 27.45 

56.  Cherokee ...27.43 

57.  Iredell 27.09 

58.  Catawba 26.90 

59.  Pitt 26.75 

60.  Martin 26.54 

61.  Carteret 26.36 

62.  Washington 26.05 

63.  Bladen 25.97 

64.  Craven 25.82 

65.  Dare 25.79 

66.  Nash 25.79 

67.  Haywood 25.77 

68.  Rutherford 25.77 

69.  Person 25.64 

70.  Buncombe 25.17 

71.  New  Hanover 25.14 

72.  Wilson 24.80 

73.  Robeson 24.74 

74.  Rowan... 24.44 

75.  Henderson 24.43 

76.  Northampton 23.81 

77.  Scotland 23.60 

78.  Edgecombe 23.57 

79.  Wayne 23.54 

80.  Moore 23.23 

81.  Granville 22.90 

82.  Bertie.. 22.67 

83.  Anson 20.05 

84.  Halifax 19.61 

85.  Cabarrus 18.55 

86.  Guilford 18.41 

87.  Mecklenburg 18.06 

88.  Stanly. 16.52 

89.  Rockingham 15.88 

90.  Richmond 15.79 

91.  Forsyth 15.02 

92.  McDowell 14.90 

93.  Swain 14.48 

94.  Durham 14.12 

95.  Gaston 13.06 

96.  Montgomery 11.72 

97.  Graham 11.42 
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Tables  II  and  II-A 

1.  The  figures  given  are  arithmetical  averages.  That  is,  they 
were  arrived  at  by  dividing  the  number  of  homes  reported  in  the 
particular  unit  into  the  total  valuation  reported  for  homes  in 
that  unit.  A  test  made  in  sample  counties  indicates  that  ordinar- 
ily from  60  %  to  70  %  of  homesteads  are  valued  at  something  less 
than  the  average  so  computed. 

2.  For  the  ninety-seven  counties  included,  the  arithmetical 
average  for  all  white  home  valuations  is  $2,113.  The  median  of 
the  county  averages  is  $1,935.  For  colored  homes,  the  arith- 
metical average  is  $788  and  the  median  of  the  county  averages 
is  $663.  For  white  and  colored  homes  combined  the  arithmetical 
average  is  $1,892,  and  the  median  of  the  county  averages  is 
$1,666. 

3.  For  white  homes,  only  seven  counties  have  an  average 
lower  than  $1,000;  seventeen  range  from  $1,000  to  $1,500,  thirty 
from  $1,500  to  $2,000,  twenty-three  from  $2,000  to  $2,500,  eleven 
from  $2,500  to  $3,000,  and  nine  above  $3,000.  For  colored  homes, 
twenty-one  show  an  average  of  less  than  $500,  sixty-three  range 
from  $500  to  $1,000  and  twelve  average  more  than  $1,000.  (Gra- 
ham County  reported  no  colored  homes) .  For  white  and  colored 
homes  combined,  seven  show  an  average  below  $1,000,  twenty- 
seven  range  from  $1,000  to  $1,500,  thirty-four  from  $1,500  to 
$2,000,  twenty  from  $2,000  to  $2,500,  five  from  $2,500  to  $3,000 
and  only  four  above  $3,000. 

4.  Of  166  cities  covered  by  the  Table  (for  144  of  which  color- 
ed homes  were  reported),  only  six  show  an  average  for  white 
homes  of  less  than  $1,000,  while  twenty-three  range  from  $1,000 
to  $1,500,  forty-three  from  $1,500  to  $2,000,  thirty-eight  from 
$2,000  to  $2,500,  twenty-four  from  $2,500  to  $3,000,  and  thirty- 
two  over  $3,000.  For  colored  homes,  fifty-five  show  an  average 
less  than  $500,  seventy-eight  range  from  $500  to  $1,000,  and 
only  eleven  above  $1,000.  For  white  and  colored  homes  com- 
bined, twelve  fall  below  $1,000,  forty  range  from  $1,000  to  $1,500, 
fifty-one  from  $1,500  to  $2,000,  thirty-six  from  $2,000  to  $2,500, 
fifteen  from  $2,500  to  $3,000  and  twelve  above  $3,000.  In  other 
words,  the  majority  of  the  cities  have  an  average  below  $2,123 
for  white  homes,  below  $550  for  colored  homes,  and  below  $1,775 
for  white  and  colored  homes  combined.  The  arithmetical  aver- 
ages of  the  figures  given  for  the  cities  are,  respectively,  $2,269, 
$610,  and  $1,900. 

5.  Sixty-two  percent  of  cities  and  towns  covered  by  the  table 
show  a  higher  average  for  white  home  values  than  the  counties 
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in  which  they  are  located.  Every  population  group  except  that 
of  towns  below  1,000  has  a  majority  of  cities  showing  a  higher 
average.  In  the  group  below  1,000,  55%  show  a  lower  average. 
For  colored  homes,  61%  of  cities  and  towns  have  a  lower  average 
than  the  counties  in  which  they  are  located  (probably  reflecting 
the  greater  land  value  of  the  farms,  rather  than  any  substan- 
tially better  rural  housing  conditions).  Seven  out  of  nine  cities 
of  20,000  or  more  show  a  higher  average,  six  of  twelve  between 
10,000  and  20,000  show  a  higher  average,  and  in  every  other 
population  group  the  majority  have  a  lower  average  (81%  in  the 
group  below  1,000  population).  For  white  and  colored  homes 
combined  60%  of  cities  and  towns  have  a  higher  average  than 
the  counties  in  which  they  are  located,  and  the  situation  by 
population  groups  is  much  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  white  homes 
only. 

The  concentration  of  the  higher  valued  homesteads  in  the  large 
cities  reflects  itself  in  the  fact  that  urban  white  homesteads,  re- 
presenting 29%  of  total  white  homesteads,  represent  39%  of 
white  homestead  tax  valuation;  urban  colored  homesteads,  re- 
presenting 41%  of  total  colored  homesteads,  represent  43%  of 
colored  homestead  valuation;  and  all  urban  homesteads,  repre- 
senting 31%  of  total  homesteads,  represent  40%  of  total  home- 
stead valuation. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  percentage  of  cities  in 
which  the  averages  are  higher  than  in  their  respective  counties. 

O  O 

O  O  o  O  o  o 

O  ©  O  O  o  © 

©  ©  °.  ^  <=>  «=> 

OJ  i-H  lO  <N  ,-H  r-i 

CH^4  «*-!  ©  <4H©  1M  ti-i  b-i 

o  g  o©  o©  o©  o©  o  £ 

W    O  tfl°«  03°.  03  S  032  03    0* 

a>°  <u©  a)©  a>©  q;"5.  6~ 

43*2  "£  n  'J3  ih  ■£  \a  jn  ;jg  is 

'6  §  '6$  '6$  '5$  '52  5« 

White  90%  67%  77%  70%  65%  43% 

Colored    78%  50%  46%  39%  37%  19% 

White  &  Colored    89%  58%  69%  67%  67%  43% 

It  should  be  realized  that  the  above  figures  cover  only  about 
half  the  total  number  of  towns  included  in  the  survey.  The  over- 
whelming majority  of  towns  omitted  are  below  1,000  population. 
If  these  were  included,  the  percentage  of  all  cities  having  a 
higher  average  home  valuation  than  the  counties  in  which  located 
would  be  much  lower,  though,  except  possibly  in  the  group  below 
1,000  population,  the  percentages  by  population  groups  would  not 
be  greatly  altered. 

Information  with  respect  to  average  valuations  in  the  remain- 
ing towns  covered  by  the  survey  can  be  furnished  upon  request. 
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TABLE  II 

AVERAGE  ASSESSED  VALUE  OF  OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMES 

(For  each  county  and  its  two  largest  incorporated  towns) 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Alamance  County... 

Burlington 

Graham 

Alexander  County... 

Taylorsville 

Alleghany  County... 

Sparta 

Anson  County 

Wadesboro 

Morven 

Ashe  County 

West  Jefferson . . 

Jefferson 

Avery  County 

Elk  Park 

Banners  Elk 

Beaufort  County 

Washington 

Belhaven 

Bertie  County 

Windsor 

Aulander 

Bladen  County 

Elizabethtown.. 

Bladenboro 

Brunswick  County. .. 

Southport 

Buncombe  County... 

Asheville 

Weaver  ville 

Burke  County 

Morganton 

Valdese 

•Cabarrus  County 

Concord 

Mt.  Pleasant 

Caldwell  County 

Lenoir 

Granite  Falls. .. 

•Camden  County 

•Carteret  County 

Morehead  City.. 

Beaufort 

Caswel  1  County 

Milton 

•Catawba  County 

Hickory 

Newton 

Chatham  County 

SilerCity 

Pittsboro 

Cherokee  County 

Andrews. 

Murphy 

Ghowan  County 

Edenton 

Cleveland  County  ... 

Shelby .. 

Kings  Mountain. 
•Columbus  County  ... 

Whiteville 

Chadbourn 

Craven  County 

New  Bern 

Vanceboro 

Cumberland  County. 

Fayette  ville 

Wade... 


Average 

Assessed  Value, 

White  Homes 


1,880 

2,462 

1,430 

1,365 

1,821 

1,539 

1,896 

1,853 

2,736 

1,580 

430 

871 

882 

1,206 

1,165 

1,517 

2,110 

3,206 

1,103 

1,713 

1,709 

1,978 

1,477 

2,348 

2,902 

964 

1,426 

2,187 

3,334 

2,051 

1,887 

2,785 

1,347 

2,357 

2,867 

1,565 

1,714 

3,096 

2,367 

2,055 

1,109 

1,627 

1,902 

2,683 

1,989 

2,355 

3,157 

2,293 

1,839 

2,067 

2,793 

1,036 

1,632 

2,198 

2,764 

3,230 

2,353 

2,256 

1,776 

1,631 

2,123 

1,963 

1,522 

2,606 

931 

1,947 

3,069 

1,328 


Average 
Assessed  Value, 
Colored  Homes 


$ 


833 
850 
532 
663 
360 
486 

No  Colored 
587 
435 
279 
120 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 
649 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 
623 
799 
361 
598 
411 
385 
551 
730 
537 
429 
365 
1,405 
1,405 

No  Colored 
678 
865 

No  Colored 
733 
684 
463 
458 
609 

No  Colored 
917 
578 
599 
618 
1,026 
229 
800 
907 
841 
809 
872 
880 
235 

No  Colored 
308 
809 
1,023 
834 
628 
534 
669 
595 
462 
397 
434 
435 
695 
712 
366 


Average  Assessed 

Value,  White  and 

Colored  Homes 


1,740 
2,432 
1,354 
1,323 
1,708 
1,501 
1,896 
1,465 
1,848 
1,259 
424 
871 
882 
1,201 
1,165 
1,517 
1,747 
2,443 
827 
1,256 
1,295 
1,939 
1,134 
1,963 
2,058 
783 
880 
2,136 
2,992 
2,051 
1,778 
2,406 
1,347 
2,149 
2,503 
1,355 
1,594 
2,494 
2,367 
1,813 
1,051 
1,442 
1,500 
2,290 
1,082 
2,236 
2,852 
2,072 
1,650 
2,012 
2,733 
1,022 
1,632 
2,149 
1,976 
2,212 
2,225 
1,975 
1,597 
1,390 
1,769 
1,231 
1,074 
1,519 
917 
1,597 
2,158 
996 
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TABLE  II— Continued 

AVERAGE  ASSESSED  VALUE  OF  OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMES 

(For  each  county  and  its  two  largest  incorporated  towns) 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Currituck  County — 

Dare  County 

Manteo 

Davidson  County 

Thomasville 

Lexington 

Davie  County 

Mocks  ville 

Duplin  County 

Warsaw 

Magnolia 

Durham  County 

Durham 

Edgecombe  County.. 
Rocky  Mount-.. 
Tarboro 

Forsyth  County 

Winston-Salem.. 
Kerners  ville 

Franklin  County 

Louisburg 

Franklinton 

•Gaston  County 

Gastonia 

Belmont 

Gates  County 

Gatesville 

Graham  County 

Robbinsville 

Granville  County 

Oxford 

Stovall 

Greene  County 

Snow  Hill 

Hookerton 

Guilford  County 

Greensboro 

High  Point 

Halifax  County 

Roanoke  Rapids 
Scotland  Neck.. 

Harnett  County 

Dunn 

Angier 

Haywood  County 

Canton 

Waynesville 

Henderson  County.. 
Hendersonville.. 
East  Flat  Rock. 

Hertford  County 

Ahoskie 

Murfreesboro... 

Hoke  County 

Raeford 

Hyde  County 

Iredell  County 

States  ville 

Mooresville 

Jackson  County 

Sylva 

Dillsboro 

Johnston  County 

Smithfield 

Selma 

Jones  County 

Maysville 

Trenton 


Average 

Average 

Average  Assessed 

Assessed  Value, 

Assessed  Value, 

Value,  White  and 

White  Homes 

Colored  Homes 

Colored  Homes 

$               1,975 

$                  819 

$               1,812 

642 

334 

617 

1,231 

No  Colored 

1,231 

1, 

763 

621 

1,686 

1 

528 

650 

1,422 

2, 

078 

647 

1,843 

1 

829 

494 

1,663 

2, 

332 

542 

1,943 

1, 

912 

730 

1,649 

1, 

821 

850 

1,663 

912 

411 

756 

3, 

700 

1,727 

3,296 

4 

166 

1,809 

3,560 

2, 

942 

801 

2,175 

2 

888 

699 

1,987 

2 

628 

547 

1,707 

2 

715 

1,079 

2,461 

3 

546 

1,165 

2,950 

1 

748 

597 

1,584 

1 

945 

993 

1,782 

2 

674 

482 

2,022 

1 

778 

730 

1,622 

2 

668 

702 

2,402 

3, 

404 

678 

2,823 

4 

825 

870 

4,363 

2 

224 

818 

1,749 

2 

638 

No  Colored 

2,638 

866 

No  Colored 

866 

2 

044 

No  Colored 

2,044 

2 

519 

871 

2,024 

3 

203 

872 

2,436 

1 

473 

504 

1,274 

2 

728 

1,057 

2,484 

1 

994 

340 

1,769 

1 

690 

522 

1,290 

2 

969 

1,070 

2,730 

4 

554 

1,305 

3,960 

3 

092 

1,236 

2,859 

2 

440 

938 

1,786 

1 

987 

No  Colored 

1,987 

2 

218 

600 

1,896 

2 

067 

693 

1,839 

2 

268 

490 

1,734 

1 

250 

455 

1,128 

1 

704 

604 

1,666 

1 

774 

300 

1,771 

2 

743 

656 

2,214 

1 

890 

732 

1,800 

3 

734 

853 

2,984 

1 

505 

834 

1,359 

2 

668 

1,335 

2,039 

2 

088 

678 

1,609 

2 

342 

521 

1,890 

3 

245 

1,085 

2,572 

2 

579 

252 

2,035 

1 

562 

376 

1,340 

2 

092 

617 

1,913 

2 

686 

823 

2,484 

1 

658 

492 

1,519 

1 

272 

525 

1,252 

2 

750 

318 

2,464 

2 

401 

720 

2,337 

2 

143 

966 

2,052 

2 

951 

909 

2,452 

1 

672 

572 

1,465 

2 

086 

858 

1,815 

1 

640 

331 

1,204 

1 

903 

484 

1,629 
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TABLE  II— Continued 

AVERAGE  ASSESSED  VALUE  OF  OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMES 

(For  each  county  and  its  two  largest  incorporated  towns) 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Averag 

e 

Average 

Average  Assessed 

Assessed  Value, 

Assessed  Value, 

Value,  White  and 

White  Homes 

Colored  Homes 

Colored  Homes 

1               2,360 

$                  619 

$               2,019 

3, 

213 

727 

2,693 

1 

746 

328 

1,392 

3 

059 

704 

2,380 

2 

935 

624 

2,047 

2, 

001 

377 

1,284 

2 

261 

560 

2,089 

2 

780 

514 

2,195. 

1 

299 

510 

1,289> 

2 

252 

611 

2,208 

2 

194 

No  Colored 

2,194 

1, 

030 

318 

1,029 

1 

652 

No  Colored 

1,652 

1 

271 

410 

1,196- 

2 

118 

778 

1,676 

2 

017 

487 

1,373- 

1 

732 

505 

1,414 

1 

330 

513 

1,250 

3 

353 

617 

3,316 

1 

511 

556 

1,315 

3, 

119 

974 

2,854 

3 

731 

1,058 

3,324 

2 

072 

583 

1,896 

980 

188 

97& 

1 

412 

No  Colored 

1,412 

1 

368 

533 

1,300- 

1 

870 

588 

1,683 

2 

730 

495 

2,288- 

1 

805 

410 

1,363 

2 

996 

321 

1,731 

2 

595 

312 

1,547 

2 

380 

897 

2,112 

2 

888 

699 

1,987 

2 

414 

766 

2,187 

4 

236 

1,206 

3,28a 

5 

037 

1,394 

3,704 

2 

641 

No  Colored 

2,641 

1 

642 

797 

1,392 

1 

411 

350 

1,115- 

1 

716 

527 

1,554 

1 

708 

513 

1,490 

2 

432 

354 

1,619 

1 

769 

261 

1,507 

1 

919 

625 

1,59a 

3 

982 

845 

2,934 

1 

115 

693 

1,011 

862 

349 

742 

1 

150 

No  Colored 

1,150 

2 

621 

741 

2,064 

2 

571 

778 

2,056- 

1 

648 

480 

1,135- 

2 

205 

527 

1,389 

1 

373 

396 

1,330 

1 

985 

773 

1,568 

2 

295 

800 

1,716 

1 

,266 

485 

777 

2 

,115 

897 

1,850' 

2 

,104 

581 

1,675- 

3 

278 

816 

2,650 

3 

549 

683 

2,393 

2 

301 

520 

1,527 

1 

386 

510 

1,277 

2 

166 

437 

1,516 

1 

339 

579 

1,226 

1 

696 

628 

1,617 

2 

305 

579 

2,082 

1 

067 

No  Colored 

1,067 

Lee  County 

Sanford 

Jonesboro 

Lenoir  County 

Kinston 

La  Grange 

Lincoln  County 

Lincolnton 

Macon  County 

Franklin 

Highlands 

Madison  County 

Marshall 

Hot  Springs 

Martin  County 

Williamston 

Robersonville 

McDowell  County 

Marion 

Old  Fort 

Mecklenburg  County  . 

Charlotte 

Davidson 

Mitchell  County 

Spruce  Pine 

Montgomery  County. 

Troy 

Mount  Gilead 

Moore  County 

Southern  Pines... 
Aberdeen 

Nash  County 

Rocky  Mount 

Nashville 

New  Hanover  County 

Wilmington 

Wrightsville 

Northampton  County. 

Rich  Square 

Jackson 

Onslow  County 

Jacksonville 

Richlands 

Orange  County 

Chapel  Hill 

Carrboro 

Pamlico  County 

Oriental 

Pasquotank  County. . 
Elizabeth  City... 

Pender  County 

Burgaw 

Atkinson 

Perquimans  County. . 

Hertford 

Winfall 

Person  County.. 

Roxboro 

Pitt  County 

Greenville 

Farm  vi  lie 

Polk  County. 

Tryon 

Saluda 

Randolph  County 

Asheboro 

Randleman 
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TABLE  II— Continued 

AVERAGE  ASSESSED  VALUE  OF  OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMES 

(For  each  county  and  its  two  largest  incorporated  towns) 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 

Average 

Assessed  Value, 

White  Homes 

Average 
Assessed  Value, 
Colored  Homes 

Average  Assessed 

Value,  White  and 

Colored  Homes 

Richmond  County -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

$               2,355 

$                  647 
829 
591 
648 
507 
518 
758 
748 
613 
1,455 
1,924 
659 
703 
437 
360 
624 
517 
385 
736 
532 
375 
497 
No  Colored 
361 
1,118 
655 
881 
867 
247 
247 
321 
371 
No  Colored 
585 
452 
565 
516 
276 
1,087 
1,145 
665 
695 
593 
1,036 
603 
536 
473 
305 
309 
No  Colored 
925 
745 
484 
479 
481 
485 
778 
740 
421 
362 
232 
252 
275 
No  Colored 

$               1,868 

Hamlet         -     

2, 

4 

2 

3 

2 

1 

2 

2 

3 

4 

2 

1 

1 

1, 

1 

2 

3 
3 
3 
1 
3 
1 
2 
1 
3 
3 

1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
5 
3 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 

1 
1 
2 

753 
388 
144 
016 
037 
948 
637 
405 
183 
226 
566 
668 
821 
004 
839 
122 
946 
597 
023 
181 
621 
245 
540 
305 
935 
064 
447 
838 
457 
269 
310 
113 
255 
255 
446 
933 
399 
768 
698 
830 
109 
203 
609 
088 
136 
511 
440 
986 
898 
705 
204 
980 
111 
524 
622 
443 
496 
440 
608 
720 
630 
122 
008 

2,360 

Rockingham. 

3,191 

Robeson  County - - - 

1,793 

Lumberton . .        -     --__-_     --       - 

2,664 

St.  Pauls        --       -  .  . --.     -     - 

1,832 

Rockingham  County _  ..  __       ...      . - 

1,791 

Reidsvilie     - _     --  _  _  -  -  - 

2,138 

Leaksville     -  .  . -  

2,005 

Rowan  County -  -  -  - 

3,025 

Salisbury ._     

3,910 

Spencer            - .  .       .  - -       -       - 

2,559 

Rutherford  County.  -  . .  ..     

1,583 

Forest  City -  - 

1,706 

Spindale    .. __._ - 

1,001 

Sampson  County _.     ...     ...             

1,589 

Clinton      ._..       ...                ... 

1,567 

Roseboro . ..     .... 

881 

Scotland  County. ...                     

2,588 

Laurinburg ......     .. 

2,038 

Gibson . .....             ..     ._ 

1,989 

Stanly  County ._-. ..                .     .. 

1,503 

Albemarle ._ .. 

3,245 

Norwood  _.  .      ..                     ... 

1,394 

Stokes  County ..                 _. 

2,266 

Surry  County..  .       

1,866 

Mt.Airy. .                     .... 

2,915 

Elkin . 

3,331 

Swain  County  ..    .      .  .                    ... 

829 

Bryson  City  . .   .... 

1,345 

Transylvania  County ...       .. 

1,196 

1,823 

1,113 

Tyrrell  County    .      .  .  _ 

1,089 

Columbia. .       ... 

971 

1,373 

Monroe .. 

1,637 

Marshville.  ...                                                 ... 

1,245 

Wake  County..  .. ...                        _. 

3,181 

Raleigh.    . ._                                            .. 

4,484 

Wake  Forest ...          ..              .          ._          .... 

2,970 

Warren  County ..... 

1,326 

Littleton     . . 

1,549 

Warrenton  .... 

3,172 

Washington  County.    ....... 

1,588 

Plymouth .                                                   ... 

1,391 

Roper    .       .....              .           _.       .. 

858 

Watauga  County.  ....                                          .       . 

1,428 

Boone  ....       ....              _ 

1,805 

Blowing  Rock  .....                                      .... 

1,898 

Wayne  County  ...          ....                 .... 

2,331 

Goldsboro..           .         .              .              ... 

2,360 

Mt.  Olive 

1,572 

Wilkes  County.     ..... 

1,078 

North  Wilkesboro   .           ... 

2,376 

Wilkesboro ........                                      .. 

1,463 

Wilson  County..    •-_...              .               ... 

2,088 

Wilson..         .       .....                  .       .... 

1,962 

Elm  City 

1,014 

Yadkin  County .... 

1,536 

Jonesville    .... ..... . 

659 

Yadkinville. .      ....                                      ... 

1,421 

Yancey  County 

1,113 

Burnsville.     ...       ..     .. 

2,008 
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TABLE  II-A 

AVERAGE   TAX  VALUE   OF  ALL  OWNER-OCCUPIED   HOMES, 

COUNTIES  BY  RANK 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 

(Burke,  Clay,  and  Vance  Counties  Omitted) 


1.  Durham $  3 

2.  New  Hanover 3 

3.  Wake 3 

4.  Rowan 3 

5.  Mecklenburg 2 

6.  Guilford 2 

7.  Pitt 2 

8.  Scotland 2 

9.  Hoke 2 

10.  Greene 2 

11.  Forsyth 2 

12.  Gaston 2 

13.  Lenoir 2 

14.  Wayne . 2 

15.  Caswell 2 

16.  Stokes 2 

17.  Catawba 2 

18.  Cleveland 2 

19.  Edgecombe 2 

20.  Cabarrus 2 

21.  Buncombe 2 

22.  Nash 2 

23.  Lincoln 2 

24.  Wilson 2 

25.  Pasquotank 2 

26.  Johnston 2 

27.  Hertford 2 

28.  Granville 2 

29.  Lee 2 

30.  Chowan 1 

31.  Iredell 1 

32.  Richmond 1 

33.  Surry 1 

34.  Person 1 

35.  Harnett 1 

36.  Jones 1 

37.  Camden ., 1 

38.  Currituck 1 

39.  Henderson 1 

40.  Robeson 1 

41.  Rockingham 1 

42.  Halifax 1 

43.  Franklin 1 

44.  Gates 1 

45.  Beaufort 1 

46.  Alamance 1 

47.  Davidson 1 

48.  Martin 1 

49.  Haywood -_ 1 


,296 

50 

,283 

51 

,181 

52 

,025 

53 

,854 

54 

,730 

55 

,650 

56 

,588 

57 

,572 

58 

,484 

59 

,461 

60 

,402 

61 

,380 

62 

,331 

63 

,290 

64 

,266 

65 

,236 

66 

,225 

67 

,175 

68 

,149 

69 

,136 

70 

,112 

71 

,089 

72 

,088 

73 

,064 

74 

,052 

75 

,039 

76 

,024 

77 

,019 

78 

,976 

79 

,913 

80 

,868 

81 

,866 

82 

,850 

83 

,839 

84 

,815 

85 

,813 

86. 

,812 

87 

,800 

88 

,793 

89. 

,791 

90. 

,786 

91 

,782 

92. 

,749 

93. 

,747 

94. 

,740 

95. 

,686 

96. 

,676 

97. 

,666 

Davie $  1,663 

Chatham 1,650 

Duplin 1,649 

Randolph 1,617 

Cumberland 1,597 

Caldwell 1,594 

Orange 1,593 

Sampson 1,589 

Washington 1,588 

Rutherford . 1,583 

Perquimans 1,568 

Yadkin 1,536 

Stanly 1,503 

Alleghany 1,501 

Onslow 1,490 

Anson 1,465 

Watauga 1,428 

Northampton 1,392 

Columbus 1,390 

Union 1,373 

Moore 1,363 

Hyde 1,340 

Warren 1,326 

Alexander 1,323 

Montgomery 1, 300 

Macon 1,289 

Polk 1,277 

Bertie 1,256 

Jackson 1,252 

McDowell 1,250 

Avery 1,201 

Transylvania 1,196 

Pender 1,135 

Bladen 1,134 

Yancey 1,113 

Tyrrell 1,089 

Wilkes 1,078 

Craven 1,074 

Carteret 1,051 

Madison 1,029 

Cherokee 1,022 

Mitchell 978 

Graham 866 

Swain 829 

Brunswick 783 

Pamlico 742 

Dare 617 

Ashe 424 
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Table  III 

Explanatory  comments : 

1.  This  Table  was  compiled  by  ascertaining",  from  the  home- 
stead survey  reports  for  each  unit,  the  actual  number  of  homes 
occupied  by  white  owners  which  are  valued  for  tax  purposes  at 
the  exact  amount  of  or  less  than  the  respective  assumed  levels  of 
exemption.  The  number  so  ascertained  was  divided  by  the  total 
number  of  homes  in  the  unit  occupied  by  white  owners,  the  result 
being  the  percentage  which  would  be  completely  exempt  should 
the  legislature  grant  the  particular  exemption  indicated  to  each 
home. 

2.  The  following  brief  table  shows  the  distribution  of  coun- 
ties, as  to  white  owner-occupied  homes  completely  exempt,  at  the 
various  levels  of  exemption : 

o  o,  %  t>         us  o  to  ©         us         ©       .  us  o  us         ©  us         »° 

QOi-iCNlcNlcOCO-^-tfUSUSCD?©^ 


~  /l  S^O^©US©US©US©US©US©i? 

HH  USUS.-li-l<MC<lCOOO-'tf-*tfUSUSC©0 


$200     73  12  740000100000 

$300    53  21  765310000100 

$500    19  25  14       10         9         3         5         3         5         2         1         0         0         0 

$700     2  15  18       15          7        10          9          3          4         3          6          2          1          2 

$1,000   0  2  3       10       10       17         8       10         8         6         4         4         4       11 

The  percentage  below  which  the  majority  of  counties  fall  is  2% 
at  $200,  5%  at  $300,  12%  at  $500,  19%  at  $700,  and  34%  at 
$1,000. 

;  3.  The  following  table  shows  the  distribution  of  the  330  cities 
covered  by  the  main  Table,  as  to  white  owner-occupied  homes 
completely  exempt: 
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$200 302  20  4  4  0  0  0 

$300  262  43  11  8  4  0  1 

$500  162  79  31  15  18  8  6 

$700 76  62  60  45  21  20  12 

$1,000  ..............:...  21  26  35  35  36  29  25 

I  The  number  of  towns  which  would  have  no  white  owner-oc^ 
cupied  homes  completely  exempt  drops  from  193  at  $200  to  134 
at  $300  to  42  at  $500  to  10  at  $700  to  3  at  $1,000. 

The  majority  of  cities  and  towns  have  no  white  homes  com- 
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pletely  exempt  at  $200,  are  below  1%  at  $300,  below  6%  at  $500, 
below  13%  at  $700,  and  below  28%  at  $1,000. 

4.  Of  course,  the  larger  towns  tend  to  have  the  smallest  per- 
centage of  homes  exempt  at  any  given  level.  Further,  towns  as  a 
whole  have  smaller  percentages  than  the  counties  in  which  they 
are  located.  However,  there  are  marked  differences  in  this  re- 
spect between  various  levels  of  exemption.  Eighty  percent 
of  all  towns  have  a  smaller  percentage  of  their  white  homes 
valued  at  $200  or  less  than  the  counties  in  which  they  are  located, 
77%  have  a  smaller  percentage  valued  at  $300  or  less,  73%  at 
$500  or  less,  67%  at  $700  or  less,  and  58%  at  $1,000  or  less.  This 
clearly  illustrates  the  fact  that,  while  rural  areas  have  propor- 
tionately more  homes  valued  at  $200  or  less,  many  incorporated 
areas  have  proportionately  more  valued  at  from  $200  to  $1,000. 
As  already  pointed  out  in  connection  with  Table  II,  incorporated 
areas  as  a  whole,  while  accounting  for  but  29  %  of  all  white  home- 
steads, account  for  39%  of  white  homestead  valuation.  Putting 
these  facts  together,  it  is  obvious,  as  would  be  expected,  that  the 
small  towns,  which  are  preponderant  in  number,  are  the  ones 
having  the  greater  proportion  of  lower  valued  homes. 

Perhaps  the  exact  situation  can  best  be  brought  out  by  the  fol- 
lowing brief  table : 

Percentage  of  Towns  Showing  a  Larger  Percentage  of  White 

Owner-Occupied  Homes  Completely  Exempt  Than  the 

Counties  in  Which  They  Are  Located 
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$200    0%  8%  0%  13%  12%  21% 

$1,000     0%  17%  15%  16%  30%  57% 

It  should  be  noted  here  that  the  county-wide  figures  include 
the  urban  as  well  as  the  rural  homes.  This  means  that,  in  the 
counties  which  have  one  or  more  large  towns,  such  towns  have 
considerable  weight  in  the  county-wide  figures. 

There  are  9  in  the  first  population  group  of  towns,  12  in  the 
second,  13  in  the  third,  32  in  the  fourth,  84  in  the  fifth,  and  180 
in  the  sixth.  Thus  the  sixth  group  has  by  far  the  greatest  weight 
in  the  total  percentages  given  above. 
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TABLE  III 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  WHITE  OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

.59 

1.66 

7.22 

16.67 

32.30 

.10 

.40 

.90 

2.71 

8.64 

.00 

.00 

.00 

3.03 

9.09 

1.28 

2.24 

16.67 

28.21 

49.04 

.00 

.51 

2.56 

5.64 

22.05 

2.86 

6.10 

17.83 

29.12 

49.43 

1.52 

2.27 

9.09 

18.18 

29.55 

7.28 

14.08 

26.56 

37.79 

51.73 

.00 

2.86 

8.57 

17.14 

41.43 

1.17 

3.87 

13.42 

25.16 

39.61 

.00 

8.11 

27.03 

51.35 

64.86 

.00 

.00 

2.86 

8.57 

25.71 

.00 

5.56 

5.56 

33.33 

50.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

15.52 

24.14 

3.03 

6.06 

24.24 

42.42 

54.55 

.00 

7.89 

21.05 

34.21 

57.89 

.35 

1.75 

10.53 

16.14 

23.86 

44.57 

58.63 

74.92 

83.28 

90.40 

10.34 

17.24 

27.59 

41.38 

58.62 

18.28 

31.18 

44.09 

58.06 

73.12 

9.80 

17.40 

36.50 

50.40 

65.90 

2.63 

5.26 

13.16 

26.32 

44.74 

2.47 

6.17 

22.22 

32.10 

58.02 

7.14 

21.43 

38.57 

47.14 

61.43 

1.44 

4.40 

12.26 

20.90 

33.37 

.00 

5.88 

17.65 

33.33 

47.06 

3.59 

8.98 

22.75 

40,72 

64.67 

2.70 

8.11 

21.62 

32.43 

45.95 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.70 

4.64 

.00 

.00 

8.33 

11.11 

13.89 

2.41 

4.82 

10.12 

18.11 

29.00 

.00 

.00 

2.47 

8.64 

12.35 

.00 

.00 

.00 

5.56 

11.11 

.00 

.00 

4.65 

16.28 

41.86 

.00 

.00 

2.70 

5.41 

27.03 

.00 

.90 

4.50 

10.81 

18.92 

3.46 

8.18 

20.14 

32.66 

48.58 

.00 

.00 

.00 

11.11 

25.00 

.00 

6.67 

13.33 

16.67 

36.67 

.00 

.00 

.00 

8.20 

18.03 

9.75 

18.72 

37.80 

53.95 

72.55 

.61 

3.07 

9.20 

20.86 

44.17 

5.53 

9.94 

19.70 

28.72 

39.71 

.73 

1.32 

2.84 

5.62 

11.32 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

3.42 

8.55 

20.51 

1.94 

3.88 

8.74 

12.62 

18.45 

3.19 

6.16 

14.60 

24.57 

42,.25 

.00 

1.72 

8.62 

18.97 

36.21 

.00 

.18 

1.41 

5.12 

15.37 

.00 

.55 

2.76 

25.41 

56.91 

.06 

.38 

3.00 

8.26 

26.68 

.00 

.00 

1.34 

5.54 

22.83 

.00 

.00 

2.35 

15.29 

30.59 

6.23 

11.29 

21.22 

31.30 

48.53 

2.84 

4.96 

9.22 

13.48 

25.53 

.61 

1.82 

4.41 

7.90 

20.52 

3.99 

7.75 

17.37 

24.65 

36.62 

7.53 

15.51 

30.27 

45.25 

61.63 

.64 

4.50 

11.25 

17.68 

29.58 

.87 

2.61 

9.86 

22.03 

40.87 

.00 

1.85 

14.81 

24.07 

50.00 

1.85 

3.69 

7.92 

11.90 

21.25 

8.70 

13.04 

19.57 

21.74 

32.61 

Alamance  County 

Burlington 

Elon  College 

Graham.. 

Mebane 

Alexander  County 

Taylorsville 

Alleghany  County 

Sparta 

Anson  County 

Ansonville 

Lilesville 

McFarlan 

Morven 

Peachland 

Polkton 

Wadesboro 

Ashe  County 

Jefferson 

West  Jefferson... 

Avery  County 

Banners  Elk 

Elk  Park 

Newland 

Beaufort  County 

Aurora 

Belhaven 

Pantego 

Washington 

Washington  Park 

Bertie  County 

Aulander 

Colerain 

Kelford 

Roxobsl 

Windsor 

Bladen  County 

Bladenboro 

Clarkton 

Elizabethtown... 

Brunswick  County 

Southport 

Buncombe  County 

Asheville 

Biltmore 

Black  Mountain. 
Weaverville 

Burke  County 

Glen  Alpine 

Morganton 

Valdese 

Cabarrus  County 

Concord 

Mt.  Pleasant 

Caldwell  County 

Granite  Falls 

Lenoir 

Camden  County 

Carteret  County 

Beaufort 

Morehead  City... 
Newport 

Caswell  County 

Milton 
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TABLE  III— Continued 


PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  WHITE  OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

• 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Catawba  County .- 

.14 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.20 
.28 
.00 
.00 
.00 
12.12 
.61 
.00 

4.00 

2.67 
.40 
.47 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 

2.52 
.00 
.00 

3.13 

11.76 

.93 

.45 

4.70 

1.43 

11.43 

.20 

.00 

1.84 
.11 

5.26 

4.83 

14.66 

.99 

2.27 

1.20 
.00 
.00 

4.09 
.48 

1.49 
.00 
.00 

2.22 
.00 

2.04 

1.59 
.00 

3.80 
.00 
.13 
.00 
.76 
.00 
.00 
.61 
.00 

.49 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.10 

.00 

.00 

.20 

.98 

.00 

.00 

.00 

22.40 

4.88 

7.89 

6.67 

5.60 

1.20 

1.51 

.00 

.85 

.00 

.00 

3.85 

5.79 

5.88 

.00 

7.81 

17.65 

.93 

.90 

10.22 

11.43 

37.14 

.59 

5.80 

5.29 

.34 

15.79 

9.21 

27.96 

1.98 

4.77 

1,20 

.49 

.00 

9.10 

2.87 

3.32 

.00 

.00 

4.44 

.00 

8.16 

1.59 

.00 

6.33 

.00 

.34 

.04 

1.17 

.00 

.00 

.61 

.00 

2.20 

2.56 

.00 

.00 

.29 

1.83 

.65 

.79 

4.66 

2.94 

.00 

3.45 

42.35 

13.41 

21.05 

15.33 

10.94 

2.39 

5.83 

4.76 

5.98 

5.71 

1.80 

3.85 

15.56 

23.53 

3.23 

18.75 

17.65 

9.35 

7.66 

23.43 

41.43 

62.86 

1.98 

21.74 

15.79 

.91 

31.58 

18.13 

51.65 

8.91 

13.77 

12.05 

6.39 

5.50 

20.75 

7.18 

9.10 

7.69 

12.90 

6.67 

2.38 

30.61 

3.17 

.00 

11.39 

2.99 

1.36 

.17 

3.29 

.00 

1.69 

3.64 

8.96 

7.04 

7.69 

6.15 

.96 

1.07 

3.67 

5.16 

4.55 

11.75 

5.88 

3.23 

7.33 

54.78 

21.95 

28.95 

23.33 

14.12 

2.39 

13.30 

14.29 

19.66 

14.29 

8.29 

15.38 

25.22 

23.53 

11.29 

26.56 

17.65 

18.69 

11.71 

35.45 

70.00 

80.00 

4.55 

49.28 

26.29 

3.40 

42.11 

25.08 

68.83 

16.83 

25.72 

26.51 

19.53 

22.67 

30.59 

10.53 

15.37 

15.38 

19.35 

8.89 

4.76 

48.98 

9.52 

16.67 

12.66 

2.99 

3.03 

.67 

8.04 

26.32 

3.39 

9.39 

10.45 

17.59 

Catawba. . 

15.38 

Claremont . 

23.08 

Conover - .  . 

4.81 

Hickory _  -  . 

5.04 

Longview  _  -  . 

18.35- 

Maiden        _ . 

26.45 

Newton 

15.22 

Chatham  County.      .  _.     _  .  _ 

28.78 

Goldston . ..     ... 

11.76 

Pittsboro      -_ .  . 

6.45 

SilerCity  

24.14 

Cherokee  County  _  .  _  .  . 

69.72 

Andrews       .  .  .  . 

44.51 

Marble     ..  -  .. .  .  . 

39.47 

Murphy     .. .  _ 

37.33 

Chowan  County     _-     ._  ..  . 

28.12: 

Edenton . 

9.1& 

Cleveland  County..     . .  . 

25.12 

Grover ..     ..  . 

33.33 

Kings  Mountain  _ __ 

36.47 

Lattimore .  . 

31.43 

Shelby        

22.38 

Waco          . .  _ 

30.77 

Columbus  County.. .  . 

42.18 

Cerro  Gordo . 

47.06 

Chadbourn    .  _  .  .  .. ..  .  . 

25.81 

Fair  Bluff 

48.44 

Lake  Waccamaw.    ....... 

23.53 

Tabor  City 

29.91 

Whiteville 

21.17 

Craven  County .... 

49.23 

Bridgeton . 

94.29 

Dover     .  .  . .  . 

91.43 

New  Bern  .  .  .  . .  _ 

13.86 

Vanceboro ....       ...... 

59.42 

Cumberland  County  ..__  .  .  .  .  . 

39.11 

Fayetteville .. .  . 

7.13 

Wade    

52.63 

Currituck  County    _  .  .  .  . 

37.46 

Dare  County  . . 

87.28 

Manteo.         .. ..  . 

41.58 

Davidson  County ._ . 

41.36 

Denton.     .  .  .. .  _  . 

46.99 

Lexington . 

31.94 

Thomasville.     .  . .  . 

45.23 

Davie  County.   ..          __. 

44.74 

Mocksville .  . 

25.36 

Duplin  dounty . 

29.77 

Beulaville 

38.46 

Calypso .  .  . 

41.94 

Faison.  . .. 

22.22 

Kenansville .  . 

14.29 

Magnolia..    . .     . . 

65.31 

Rosehill ... 

20.63 

Teacheys. . 

66.67 

Wallace .  _ 

26.58 

Warsaw ..       .  . 

16.42 

Durham  County  ..     ..     

7.69 

Durham..     . 

3.03 

Edgecombe  County . 

16.97 

Macclesfield . .  . 

42.11 

Pinetops.   .... 

20.34 

Tarboro 

23.64 

Whitakers . .   

20.90 
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TABLE  III— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  WHITE  OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Forsyth  County 

Kernersville 

Winston-Salem . 

Franklin  County 

Bunn 

Franklinton 

Louisburg 

Youngsville 

Gaston  County 

Belmont 

Bessemer  City.. 

Cherryville 

Dallas .:- 

Gastonia 

Lowell 

Mt.  Holly 

Stanley 

Gates  County 

Gatesville 

Graham  County 

Robbinsville 

Granville  County 

Creedmoor 

Oxford 

Stem 

Stovall 

Greene  County 

Hookerton 

Snow  Hill 

Walstonburg  — 

Guilford  County 

Gibsonville 

Greensboro 

High  Point 

Halifax  County 

Enfield 

Halifax 

Hobgood 

Littleton 

Roanoke  Rapids 
Scotland  Neck.. 
Weldon 

Harnett  County 

Angier 

Dunn 

Lillington 

Haywood  County 

Canton 

Clyde 

Hazelwood 

Waynes  ville 

Henderson  County. . 
East  Flat  Rock. 
Hendersonville.. 

Hertford  County 

Ahoskie 

Murfreesboro... 
Winton . 

Hoke  County 

Raeford 

Hyde  County 

Iredell  County 

Harmony 

Mooresville 

Statesville 

Troutman 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

.00 

.05 

3.13 

9.68 

23.85 

.00 

1.08 

7.53 

19.89 

33.87 

.00 

.00 

.77 

2.93 

10.18 

2.48 

4.46 

11.66 

18.09 

32.04 

.00 

.00 

7.69 

15.38 

61.54 

5.00 

5.00 

17.50 

20.00 

50.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

2.31 

4.62 

6.52 

10.87 

23.91 

47.83 

69.57 

.08 

.54 

4.16 

11.05 

24.86 

.00 

.00 

.57 

2.30 

8.62 

.00 

.00 

9.19 

21.08 

43.24 

.00 

.00 

2.07 

11.92 

29.53 

.00 

2.17 

6.52 

15.22 

38.04 

.00 

.00 

2.76 

8.53 

18.95 

.00 

.00 

.00 

3.85 

15.38 

.00 

.00 

1.02 

3.06 

12.24 

.00 

.00 

7.69 

12.82 

28.21 

2.45 

4.17 

10.36 

14.68 

25.90 

.00 

2.94 

5.88  - 

i      5.88 

14.71 

18.03 

30.06 

49.36 

58.96 

73.87 

2.63 

5.26 

10.53 

10.53 

31.58 

.82 

.97 

3.50 

7.51 

18.75 

.00 

.00 

2.22 

6.67 

26.67 

.00 

.00 

.37 

.75 

5.62 

.00 

.00 

.00 

4.55 

13.64 

.00 

.00 

7.41 

14.81 

62.96 

.60 

1.20 

3.75 

7.35 

16.49 

.00 

.00 

.00 

13.04 

17.39 

2.25 

3.37 

6.74 

7.87 

25.84 

.00 

.00 

4.76 

14.29 

38.10 

1.53 

3.22 

6.95 

11.29 

20.70 

3.38 

5.41 

10.14 

17.57 

35.14 

.03 

.03 

.35 

1.12 

4.58 

.05 

.28 

1.33 

2.90 

11.06 

.73 

1.88 

7.28 

14.24 

27.28 

1.23 

1.23 

6.75 

9.20 

14.72 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

13.79 

.00 

.00 

4.17 

20.83 

37.50 

.00 

2.36 

-4.72 

8.66 

21.26 

.00 

.00 

-  1.82 

5.45 

22.18 

.00 

.00 

3.92 

9.80 

27.45 

.68 

.68 

1.37 

2.74 

4.79 

.91 

3.41 

9.69 

17.08 

27.54 

.00 

1.52 

10.61 

24.24 

42.42 

.34 

1.37 

3.75 

10.24 

17.06 

1.27 

3.80 

5.06 

8.86 

10.13 

4.89 

9.73 

22.59 

34.65 

50.30 

2.23 

4.28 

11.71 

23.98 

40.52 

7.76 

12.93 

29.31 

38.79 

64.66 

5.51 

10.24 

30.71 

44.09 

64.57 

.86 

3.01 

9.91 

14.22 

26.29 

3.79 

8.95 

20.71 

30.62 

44.95 

1.39 

4.17 

5.56 

16.67 

34.72 

.31 

.63 

2.20 

2.83 

7.86 

.38 

1.13 

3.77 

7.42 

15.47 

.00 

.58 

1.17 

3.51 

11.11 

.00 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

9.09 

.00 

.00 

7.69 

12.31 

23.08 

1.62 

3.39 

8.08 

10.82 

19.22 

.71 

.71 

4.96 

12.06 

20.57 

3.41 

9.25 

21.62 

34.85 

50.64 

1.03 

2.15 

6.84 

13.07 

28.55 

.00 

.00 

.00 

-  3.77 

39.62 

.00 

.00 

1.64 

5.63  J 

27.70 

.00 

.12 

2.26 

6.67 

21.33 

.00 

.00 

.00 

8.86 

34.18 
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TABLE  III— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  WHITE  OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Jackson  County .. 

7.52 

4.00 

.95 

.29 

.00 

.00 

1.47 

1.08 

4.17 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

1.29 

.00 

.00 

.54 

.00 

.00 

.23 

.26 

.00 

.00 

1.97 

.93 

6.03 

2.74 

.00 

13.29 

2.70 

15.14 

2.70 

2.29 

.00 

.00 

2.94 

.00 

.73 

1.02 

7.99 

.00 

6.25 

1.43 

.62 

.04 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

13.99 

8,84 

3.06 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

4.92 

.00 

.00 

2.70 

2.08 

.46 

2.44 

14.35 

4.00 

2.86 

1.00 

.00 

.00 

1.47 

2.15 

4.17 

2.56 

.00 

.66 

.00 

2.76 

.00 

.00 

1.54 

.00 

.00 

1.14 

1.43 

.00 

4.55 

3.40 

1.64 

13.47 

4.79 

2.22 

24.00 

9.46 

23.24 

6.76 

4.11 

.00 

8.33 

5.88 

.00 

2.19 

3.05 

15.43 

.00 

9.38 

4.29 

1.22 

.11 

1.06 

.79 

1.75 

.00 

22.70 

14.92 

7.03 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.90 

9.12 

1.16 

.74 

5.41 

2.08 

1.85 

4.88 

30.22 

12.00 

8.57 

5.60 

3.65 

1.69 

10.29 

9.68 

8.33 

5.13 

1.92 

7.95 

1.99 

9.38 

3.23 

4.35 

5.16 

2.78 

.30 

3.31 

3.64 

.00 

13.64 

9.16 

4.91 

29.80 

10.27 

15.56 

41.82 

24.32 

31.89 

17.57 

9.32 

7.69 

31.25 

8.82 

5.88 

6.57 

9.14 

31.14 

2.79 

25.00 

5.71 

3.31 

.40 

4.26 

5.51 

5.26 

20.45 

41.14 

30.94 

16.94 

10.53 

.00 

.00 

4.88 

3.60 

17.53 

3.49 

7.35 

16.22 

8.33 

4.17 

7.32 

42.56 

16.00 

13.33 

10.81 

7.30 

2.54 

16.18 

22.58 

12.50 

12.82 

11.54 

15.89 

3.98 

15.26 

6.45 

8.70 

9.17 

11.11 

.91 

7.64 

8.45 

3.30 

18.18 

15.24 

9.35 

43.33 

16.44 

22.22 

55.00 

40.54 

38.92 

29.73 

15.88 

11.54 

60.42 

26.47 

23.53 

13.87 

11.17 

44.14 

6.98 

40.63 

17.14 

6.93 

1.63 

26.60 

10.24 

12.28 

38.64 

54.36 

43.09 

30.09 

26.32 

3.33 

.00 

9.76 

15.32 

26.78 

3.49 

13.24 

27.03 

12.50 

5.56 

12.20 

59.56 

Dillsboro  ..  -  _- 

24.00 

Sylva          

20.95 

Johnston  County 

22.40 

Benson 

18.25 

Clayton -  -.  

10.17 

Four  Oaks    .- .. 

42.65 

Kenly - - 

39.78 

Micro 

20.83 

Pinelevel 

30.77 

Princeton 

36.54 

Selma       . -- 

27.81 

Smithfield. 

5.47 

Jones  County - 

33.46 

Pollocksville -  

35.48 

Trenton         

28.26 

I  ee  County 

19.72 

Jonesboro      

20.83 

Sanf  ord            

6.38 

Lenoir  County          .-  

15.62 

Kinston    

17.95 

LaGrange .. 

9.89 

Pink  Hill    

22.73 

Lincoln  County - 

26.32 

14.25 

Macon  County. 

58.72 

Franklin.  ..  - 

26.71 

Highlands .  - 

37.78 

Madison  County 

67.86 

Hot  Springs 

59.46 

Marshall        

48.65 

Mars  Hill          . 

48.65 

Martin  County.     .  -  -  

25.59 

Everetts 

46.15 

Hamilton 

66.67 

Jamesville. 

52.94 

OakCity      

47.06 

Robersonville . . 

23.36 

Williamston 

19.29 

McDowell  County . . 

62.01 

Marion 

15.81 

Nebo          

71.88 

Old  Fort        

30.00 

Mecklenburg  County . 

15.13 

Charlotte     ._ 

5.56 

Cornelius     

54.26 

Davidson  . 

16.54 

Matthews         ..     .. 

33.33 

Pineville 

61.36 

Mitchell  County  .  .  

69.17 

Spruce  Pine         

59.12 

Montgomery  County 

49.10 

Biscoe .. 

60.53 

Candor 

13.33 

Mount  Gilead 

3.08 

Star 

48.78 

Troy 

36.04 

Moore  County  .       

42.20 

Aberdeen  .         

10.47 

Carthage                 

30.88 

Hemp 

64.86 

Pinebluff                   

31.25 

Southern  Pines 

13.89 

Vass 

34.15 
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TABLE  Ill—Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  WHITE  OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Nash  County 

.86 

1.96 

.00 

2.08 

.00 

.29 

.00 

.00 

.32 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.62 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

2.01 

.00 

1.61 

8.18 

4.85 

9.21 

1.05 

3.62 

16.98 

2.38 

.71 

.13 

4.01 

2.33 

1.05 

1.43 

.00 

.00 

1.68 

2.22 

.47 

.98 

1.14 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

1.64 

6.43 

.00 

2.94 

.00 

1.66 

.16 

1.82 

.00 

.00 

.58 

1.93 

.00 

.30 

.00 

1.57 

1.96 

.00 

2.08 

.00 

.38 

.00 

.00 

.90 

3.13 

.00 

.00 

2.17 

.00 

.00 

.00 

10.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

5.41 

.00 

1.61 

11.82 

8.07 

9.21 

2.11 

3.62 

27.82 

5.95 

1.36 

.26 

8.75 

2.33 

2.11 

3.29 

.00 

.00 

3.81 

4.81 

1.05 

1.96 

2.27 

.00 

2.44 

.18 

.00 

6.56 

13.48 

15.00 

7.35 

1.47 

4.30 

.16 

5.45 

2.59 

.76 

5.20 

2.83 

2.70 

.30 

.00 

5.20 

1.96 

4.55 

12.50 

1.06 

2.57 

6.67 

3.90 

3.55 

6.25 

.06 

14.29 

8.37 

5.71 

10.00 

.00 

10.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

15.33 

.00 

11.29 

30.00 

14.95 

14.47 

3.51 

5.80 

44.81 

14.29 

3.85 

1.72 

18.49 

20.93 

3.16 

10.01 

3.68 

8.33 

10.00 

11.11 

3.03 

6.37 

5.68 

.70 

2.44 

1.28 

3.13 

21.31 

26.25 

20.00 

19.12 

5.15 

13.33 

2.25 

20.00 

10.34 

7.63 

28.32 

7.43 

5.41 

1.19 

.57 

10.18 

11.76 

4.55 

27.08 

1.06 

5.24 

13.33 

15.58 

6.13 

25.00 

.56 

14.29 

18.22 

14.29 

30.00 

4.29 

30.00 

10.67 

7.89 

5.00 

8.57 

25.45 

.00 

14.52 

40.91 

23.25 

22.37 

6.67 

13.04 

59.35 

25.00 

9.34 

6.61 

28.16 

25.58 

4.21 

15.31 

7.35 

33.33 

16.90 

20.00 

5.83 

13.24 

6.82 

2.10 

2.44 

1.82 

15.63 

40.98 

36.88 

20.00 

26.47 

14.71 

23.31 

5.64 

34.55 

15.52 

25.19 

43.93 

13.98 

24.32 

1.79 

.57 

22.73 

Bailey 

45.10 

Battleboro 

4.55 

Middlesex 

68.75 

Nashville 

9.57 

Rocky  Mount 

10.30 

Sharpsburg 

60.00 

Spring  Hope 

27.27 

New  Hanover  County 

10.36 

Carolina  Beach 

31.25 

Wilmington 

2.44 

Wrightsville 

14.29 

Northampton  County . . 

34.88 

Conway 

42.86 

Garysburg . 

50.00 

Jackson.. 

14.29 

Margarettsville .  

60.00 

Rich  Square 

41.33 

Seaboard. ..  .  

15.79 

Severn __ 

15.00 

Woodland 

31.43 

Onslow  County 

39.18 

Jacksonville 

16.07 

Richlands 

22.58 

S  wansboro 

66.36 

Orange  County .  

37.58 

Carrboro 

52.63 

Chapel  Hill 

9.12 

Hillsboro      

26.09 

Pamlico  County ..  

74.80 

Oriental ... 

53.57 

Pasquotank  County .  

20.47 

Elizabeth  City 

19.29 

Pender  County . 

43.27 

Atkinson. 

39.53 

Burgaw 

11.58 

Perquimans  County.. 

26.18 

Hertford .  . .  .  . 

13.24 

Winfall 

41.67 

Person  County  . .  

28.23 

Roxboro .  .       .  . . . 

32.22 

Pitt  County 

12.40 

Ayden.       .  

28.92 

Bethel 

15.91 

Farmville.   .. ....  

6.99 

Fountain...  . . 

19.51 

Greenville . 

4.19 

Grimesland .  

53.13 

Winterville. 

68.85 

Polk  County . .  . 

55.45 

Columbus  ..        .  

55.00 

Saluda 

57.35 

Tryon . .  

30.15 

Randolph  County.  

41.22 

Asheboro.. 

23.35 

Franklinville 

60.00 

Liberty.. 

27.59 

Ramseur 

61.07 

Randleman. 

61.27 

Richmond  County.   

26.84 

Ellerbe 

43.24 

Hamlet 

4.48 

Rockingham 

2.84 
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TABLE  III— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  WHITE  OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Robeson  County-   ..  - 

2.89 

1.44 
.00 
.26 
.00 
10.00 
.00 
13.04 

5.88 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.37 
.00 
.00 
.20 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 

1.38 
.00 

2.27 
.32 
.00 

1.05 
.00 

2.81 
.89 
.00 

5.26 

2.27 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.21 
.00 
.(0 
.00 

1.18 

3.42 

.00 

.00 

.00 

15.84 

2.40 

10.26 

.00 

.00 

5.19 

1.16 
.93 

1.72 

18.18 

.00 

.00 

.00 

1.64 

5.68 

3.60 

.00 

1.55 

.00 

10.00 

2.78 

15.22 

11.76 

.00 

.00 

.00 

1.18 

.00 

.00 

.81 

.00 

.29 

.00 

.00 

.00 

3.13 

5.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

3.43 

.00 

4.55 

1.94 

16.67 

1.05 

.00 

6.03 

1.78 

1.39 

18.42 

4.55 

1.03 

.00 

.00 

.00 

1.31 

.00 

.00 

4.72 

1.93 

6.27 

.00 

.00 

.00 

27.27 

5.39 

20.61 

2.40 

19.05 

9.81 

8.14 

3.09 

5.17 

24.24 

.00 

1.42 

3.77 

1.64 

12.11 

4.32 

6.25 

3.11 

.00 

40.00 

5.56 

36.96 

29.41 

2.54 

.00 

4.44 

5.77 

.00 

1.85 

1.83 

6.06 

.97 

.71 

.00 

.00 

6.25 

5.00 

3.23 

.00 

.00 

.00 

11.10 

8.00 

11.36 

7.74 

16.67 

5.79 

10.62 

12.19 

3.56 

6.94 

36.84 

9.09 

4.86 

2.38 

2.93 

.00 

6.06 

.66 

2.44 

7.55 

5.36 

14.58 

.79 

4.10 

1.30 

47.61 

20.96 

36.09 

7.78 

28.57 

20.74 

13.95 

9.73 

10.34 

51.52 

1.98 

5.40 

5.66 

6.56 

18.84 

10.79 

12.50 

5.18 

1.27 

60.00 

5.56 

45.65 

41.18 

6.78 

3.85 

10.00 

13.52 

.78 

1.85 

7.10 

18.18 

3.72 

5.71 

2.33 

1.89 

15.63 

10.00 

5.38 

1.98 

.00 

.00 

21.56 

20.00 

22.73 

17.10 

33.33 

11.58 

46.90 

19.10 

6.67 

15.28 

50.00 

15.91 

10.16 

7.14 

6.83 

.00 

16.96 

1.97 

4.88 

19.81 

10.13 

23.55 

1.57 

12.74 

2.60 

64.81 

33.53 

48.43 

10.18 

42.86 

31.30 

16.28 

22.32 

25.86 

72.73 

12.87 

12.50 

13.21 

13.11 

31.04 

Fairmont         .  .. -   - 

23.02 

Lumber  Bridge _  .   _  . 

56.25 

Lumberton.       .......       .. 

12.95 

Maxton  . . 

8.86 

Orrum              . 

100.00 

Parkton  .. .  .     . 

13.89 

Pembroke .  .  ..  _.  . 

76.09 

Proctorville 

58.82 

Red  Springs  ._-... 

15.25 

Rowland .. .  .  . 

7.69 

St.  Pauls  .              ... .     

22.22 

Rockingham  County 

30.17 

Leaksville.         . 

7.75 

Madison  ... ..     ... 

6.48 

Reidsville  .     .       ....       ... 

16.43 

Stoneville .     .  .  _ 

33.33 

Rowan  County     .   . .  .  .. 

9.85 

China  Grove .     . 

17.86 

Cleveland      .  .   . .     

2.33 

East  Spencer  .       ... 

13.21 

Faith          

40.63 

Granite  Quarry. __ 

20.00 

Landis          ..  -  -  .. .  .  .  . 

21.51 

Rockwell      .  . .  - 

15.84 

Salisbury      .     .. ...... 

.64 

Spencer  ...       . ..... 

.00 

Rutherford  County . . 

39.83 

Bostic . 

36.00 

Ellenboro         _  .  .  .  . 

45.45 

Forest  City  ..  - .  .  .  .. 

35.48 

Lake  Lure    ... .... 

33.33 

Rutherfordton. . .  .  . 

24.74 

Spindale     _ 

71.24 

Sampson  County. .     .. 

32.29 

Clinton  _       . ... . 

12.00 

Garland      .     .-       .....  .. 

50.00 

Roseboro    . .  . 

76.32 

Salemburg     ..  ..     .   . 

31.82 

Scotland  County.  

17.97 

Gibson    ..     ..  

9.52 

Laurinburg      

15.12 

Wagram  ..  

10.53 

Stanly  County      

35.37 

Albemarle  ._  

6.56 

New  London.  

29.27 

Norwood    _  .  

32.08 

Stokes  County ..  

20.54 

Surry  County 

39.93 

Elkin          

7.09 

Mt.  Airy..  .  

27.00 

Pilot  Mountain 

7.79 

Swain  County  

77.42 

Bryson  City.  

51.50 

Transylvania  County 

60.30 

Brevard      . .. 

19.76 

Rosman           .  _.   

57.14 

Tyrrell  County 

50.93 

Columbia 

59.30 

Union  County          ..   ..  

40.88 

Benton  Heights 

Indian  Trail  _       . 

48.28 
87.88 

Marsh ville  ..  . .     

28.71 

Monroe  .   

18.18 

Waxhaw       .. 

54.72 

Wingate 

31.15 
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TABLE  III— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  WHITE  OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Wake  County.-    . .  .  - 

.06 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.67 

.00 

.00 

.00 

1.34 

.00 

.00 

.00 

10.56 

4.21 

1.10 

1.03 

.00 

.16 

1.14 

.00 

10.41 

1.36 

17.24 

.90 

.79 

6.45 

2.00 

2.38 

.00 

.00 

5.19 

9.52 

6.45 

8.93 

3.57 

15.12 

6.40 

.37 

.00 

1.74 

.00 

2.04 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

2.18 

5.88 

.00 

.00 

2.38 

.00 

.86 

5.00 

17.70 

7.37 

2.75 

1.87 

.00 

.78 

1.14 

.00 

18.76 

2.72 

20.69 

.90 

1.71 

6.45 

3.00 

9.52 

6.41 

.32 

10.30 

9.52 

16.13 

14.29 

9.52 

24.26 

11.20 

2.44 

.00 

5.22 

2.52 

4.08 

.00 

.52 

.00 

.00 

4.69 

7.96 

8.82 

1.79 

.00 

7.73 

6.67 

.86 

5.00 

30.06 

16.84 

9.89 

5.77 

.00 

2.51 

3.41 

2.27 

34.88 

8.84 

41.38 

4.50 

4.20 

25.81 

5.00 

11.90 

20.51 

.97 

21.24 

14.29 

41.94 

39.88 

22.62 

40.86 

22.40 

5.35 

.00 

11.30 

4.20 

4.08 
14.29 

1.12 
.75 
.00 

9.38 
15.49 
23.53 

5.36 

.00 

14.12 

10.00 

4.31 
15.00 
42.14 
27.37 
15.38 
11.28 

2.38 

4.70 

5.68 
13.64 
48.72 
11.90 
51.72 
10.81 

9.92 
51.61 
17.00 
33.33 
25.64 

4.83 
31.65 
14.29 
51.61 
57.14 
34.52 
54.40 
32.80 

12.05 

Apex .  .  -  -  ..  . 

3.45 

Cary  -       _ 

20.87 

Fuquay  Springs    _  _  .  .  . 

13.45 

Garner    - _ 

18.37 

Holly  Springs...  ......  

28.57 

Raleigh . 

3.35 

Wake  Forest . 

8.21 

Wendell 

4.40 

Zebulon ..... 

15.63 

Warren  County .  .. .  .  . 

27.55 

Macon.  ..     . ...... 

35.29 

Norlina      . .  .     .  . 

12.50 

Warrenton .  .  .  .  . 

.00 

Washington  County .  _  .  . 

26.00 

Creswell. .  _  .  . 

40.00 

Plymouth..  . . .  .  . 

19.83 

Roper . 

45.00 

Watauga  County ._ .  .  .. 

55.98 

Blowing  Rock. _ 

44.21 

Boone..         . . 

20.88 

Wayne  County.    .  _ 

21.45 

Fremont . 

4.76 

Goldsboro      .  .  .  .  . 

11.13 

Mt.  Olive 

15.91 

Pikeville     .  .  . 

34.09 

Wilkes  County.. . 

63.66 

North  Wilkesboro.  . .  

18.71 

Ronda    .  . 

72.41 

Wilkesboro..     .  . 

36.04 

Wilson  County 

21.50 

Black  Creek . .  . 

83.87 

Elm  City 

42.00 

Lucama . . 

66.67 

Stantonsburg.  

44.87 

Wilson 

16.43 

Yadkin  County.  .  . .  . 

45.07 

Boonville . 

38.10 

East  Bend 

74.19 

Jonesville..       . ... . 

80.95 

Yadkinville 

46.43 

Yancey  County 

67.29 

Burnsville.. _ . 

44.80 
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Table  IV 

Explanatory  Comments : 

1.  Except  for  the  fact  that  this  Table  deals  with  colored  as 
distinguished  from  white  homes,  the  first  comment  under  Table 
III  applies  with  equal  force  to  this  Table. 

2.  The  distribution  of  counties,  as  to  percentage  of  colored 
owner-occupied  homes  completely  exempt,  is  shown  by  the  fol- 
lowing table : 


^•2  l^^^^^^^^f 

OQ,  OOOOOOOOOO 

_   fl  'O<NleO**ia«>t-00C5rH 

II  ^^^^^^^^^^ 

^r-3  OOOOOOOOOO 

$200    35  37  97510110 

$300  10  21  29     15      8      5      4      2      1      1 

$500  1  4  5     17     15     23     15      7      5      4 

$700  0  1  2     6     4     17     22     23     12     9 

$1,000  0  0  0.2     1     5     8     21     36     23 

In  other  words,  the  percentage  below  which  the  majority  of 
counties  fall  jumps  from  13%  at  $200  to  27%  at  $300  to  54%  at 
$500  to  70%  at  $700  to  85%  at  $1,000. 

3.  The  distribution  of  266  cities  and  towns,  as  to  percentages 
of  colored  owner-occupied  homes  completely  exempt,  is  shown  by 
the  following  table : 


OQ,  OOOOOOOOOO 

~j2  'SiNco-'tfuaoc-oocsrH 

||  ^^^£^^^^^^ 

»r"5  OOOOOOOOOO 

mW  i-i-HCv]eO'>3<iaot-ooo» 

$200  152  43  16  22  19  4  3  1  0  6 

$300  67  47  38  31  23  14  13  11  2  20 

$500  16  9  17  20  30  38  31  29  28  48 

$700  5  3  5  10  16  17  26  44  43  97 

$1,000  0  1  1  0  10  1  9  25  40  179 

The  number  of  cities  and  towns  which  would  have  no  colored 
homesteads  completely  exempt  is  72  at  $200,  22  at  $300,  9  at 
$500,  3  at  $700,  and  none  at  $1,000.  On  the  other  hand,  the  num- 
ber which  would  have  all  their  colored  homesteads  completely 
exempt  is  6  at  $200,  19  at  $300,  31  at  $500,  61  at  $700  and  104  at 
$1,000.  Of  course,  most  of  these  are  small  towns  having  very 
few  negro  homesteads. 

The  percentage  below  which  the  majority  of  towns  fall  jumps 
from  9%  at  $200  to  25%  at  $300  to  63%  at  $500  to  82%  at  $700 
to  96%  at  $1,000. 
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4.  At  a  $200  exemption  level,  58%  of  cities  and  towns  show 
a  smaller  percentage  of  colored  owner-occupied  homes  complete- 
ly exempt  than  the  counties  in  which  they  are  located.  This 
drops  to  48%  at  $300,  to  32%  at  $500,  to  26%  at  $700,  to  16% 
at  $1,000. 

This  again  serves  to  bring  out  the  fact  already  mentioned  in 
connection  with  Table  II;  namely,  that  colored  homes  in  the 
average  incorporated  area  have  smaller  tax  values  than  rural 
colored  homes.  As  in  the  case  of  white  homes,  the  smaller  towns 
have  the  lower  valuations  (the  weight  of  the  large  cities  being 
reflected  in  the  fact  that  incorporated  towns  as  a  whole,  while 
accounting  for  41%  of  all  colored  homesteads,  account  for  43% 
of  colored  homestead  valuation).  The  following  brief  table  is 
illustrative : 


a 

.2 
o  a 
US 

>  <u 

$200    . 
$1,000 


Percentage  of  Towns  Showing  a  Larger  Percentage  of  Colored 

Owner-Occupied  Homes  Completely  Exempt  Than   The 

Counties  in  Which  They  are  Located 


© 
o 

o 
o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

kO 

© 

© 

<M 

y-i 

id 

<m" 

r-T 

tH 

o  *■■ 

"S© 

«H 
°© 

0^3 

%  > 

wo 

t0O 

tO  O 

[0  o 

to   C 

a  o 

c0- 

P<a 

C© 

C  LO 

S  13 

^T3 

£n 

£2 

£lC 

£<N 

£t3 

&3 

&s 

&s 

P  B 

22% 

8% 

8% 

30% 

43% 

51% 

11% 

75% 

62% 

80% 

80% 

91% 

There  are  9  in  the  first  group  of  towns,  12  in  the  second,  13  in 
the  third,  30  in  the  fourth,  75  in  the  fifth,  and  127  in  the  sixth. 
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TABLE  IV 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCU- 
PIED HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 
ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  op  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Alamance  County 

4.82 

.00 

No  Colored 

6.90 

.00 

17.95 

27.27 

14.55 

No  Colored 

17.85 

18.18 

.00 

.00 

31.58 

100.00 

50.00 

21.23 

87.32 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

27.78 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

16.44 

No  Colored 

24.24 

No  Colored 

1.50 

No  Colored 

23.72 

.00 

No  Colored 

.00 

.00 

15.38 

19.47 

10.00 

No  Colored 

5.26 

22.84 

27.17 

.73 

.73 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

14.44 

No  Colored 

5.76 

No  Colored 

3.62 

3.83 

5.00 

27.79 

No  Colored 

13.33 

15.65 

8.16 

2.82 

.00 

11.11 

10.92 

61.22 

15.59 
5.26 

13.79 
7.14 
32.48 
45.45 
40.00 

38.84 

54.55 

.00 

100.00 
73.68 

100.00 
64.29 
45.25 
97.18 

38.89 

33.19 

56.57 

8.00 

40.08 
50.00 

14.29 
100.00 
38.46 
36.47 
25.00 

26.32 

41.84 

48.55 

2.64 

2.64 

26.41 

13.67 

12.68 
12.44 
30.00 
41.44 

21.43 
23.48 
18.79 
8.45 
6.58 
44.44 
19.54 
73.47 

39.54 
5.26 

51.72 
64.29 
62.39 
90.91 
69.09 

63.31 
77.27 
50.00 

100.00 
84.21 

100.00 
71.43 
78.77 

100.00 

66.67 

60.25 

85.86 

33.00 

57.98 
50.00 

71.43 
100.00 
73.08 
62.99 
55.00 

47.37 
72.38 
81.50 
11.13 
11.13 

44.72 

28.06 

36.42 
40.67 
55.00 
70.22 

56.19 
46.09 
51.77 
42.96 
48.68 
88.89 
31.42 
93.88 

56.78 
36.84 

82.76 
78.57 
71.79 
100.00 
80.00 

78.35 

95.45 

50.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

92.86 

90.50 

100.00 

72.22 

73.47 

92.93 

52.00 

74.06 
100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

90.38 

75.29 

75.00 

63.16 
87.41 
92.49 
24.30 
24.30 

63.38 

49.64 

62.98 
65.55 
90.00 
84.86 

76.19 
60.87 
74.47 
71.13 
73.68 
100.00 
46.17 
97.96 

76.30 

Burlington  .  

84.21 

Elon  College 

Graham 

93.10 

Mebane 

92.86 

Alexander  County 

81.20 

Taylorsville 

100.00 

Alleghany  County 

89.09 

Sparta - 

Anson  County 

86.78 

Anson  ville 

100.00 

Lilesville* 

50.00 

McFarlan*     

100.00 

100.00 

Peachland* 

100.00 

Polkton 

100.00 

Wadesboro 

93.85 

Ashe  County     

100.00 

Jefferson     - 

West  Jefferson .. 

Avery  County -  _  -- 

83.33 

Banners  Elk -  

Elk  Park    

Newland    - -  -- 

Beaufort  County -  .-  - 

84.91 

Aurora        . -  -  - 

Belhaven -  -  . 

95.96 

Pantego    - 

Washington  - . 

77.50 

Washington  Park .     _.   _  . 

• 

Bertie  County --  

81.41 

Aulander*  - 

100.00 

Colerain  --_- -__     ._.._. 

Kelford*     

100.00 

Roxobel*    -  --  

100.00 

Windsor         --  -- 

92.31 

Bladen  County     -  . 

87.27 

Bladenboro - --  -- 

95.00 

Clarkton.  .  ._ .. 

Elizabethtown ._   __  - .. 

84.21 

Brunswick  County - -  .- 

95.34 

Southport  .     .-  --     -- - 

98.27 

Buncombe  County.  - .._-.- 

46.85 

Asheville    .__•__-.__-     _.-     - 

46.85 

Biltmore            _.  

Black  Mountain .. . 

Weaverville 

82.39 

Glen  Alpine         .. - - 

Morganton              -  _. 

71.94 

Valdese           ._  -  .  - 

Cabarrus  County         . -   --   -  -   --  -  - 

85.11 

Concord              - -  

89.00 

Mt.  Pleasant         -  - ...     .   -_  -_ 

100.00 

Caldwell  County 

95.04 

Granite  Falls          

Lenoir          -   -  _ 

92.86 

Camden  County           -  -- 

72.17 

Carteret  County              -- 

91.13 

90.14 

Morehead  City             -  

93.42 

100.00 

61.11 

Milton 

100.00 
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TABLE  IV— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCU- 
PIED HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 
ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Catawba  County 

Catawba* 

Claremont 

Conover 

Hickory 

Longview* 

Maiden* 

Newton 

Chatham  County 

Goldston 

Pittsboro* 

SilerCity 

Cherokee  County 

Andrews 

Marble 

Murphy* 

Chowan  County 

Edenton 

Cleveland  County 

Grover ... 

Kings  Mountain. 

Lattimore* 

Shelby 

Waco* 

Columbus  County 

Cerro  Gordo* 

Chadbourn 

Fair  Bluff 

Lake  Waccamaw* 

Tabor  City 

Whiteville 

Craven  County 

Bridgeton* 

Dover 

New  Bern 

Vanceboro* 

Cumberland  County .. 

Fayetteville 

Wade* 

Currituck  County 

Dare  County 

Manteo 

Davidson  County 

Denton 

Lexington 

Thomasville 

Davie  County 

Mocks  ville 

Duplin  County 

Beula  ville* 

Calypso* 

Faison* 

Kenans  ville 

Magnolia 

Rosehill 

Teacheys* 

Wallace* 

Warsaw 

Durham  County 

Durham 

Edgecombe  County. . 

Macclesheld* 

Pinetops 

Tarboro 

Whi  takers 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

3.45 

8.62 

30.54 

51.23 

76.35 

.00 

40.00 

40.00 

60.00 

100.00 

No  Colored 

.00 

5.26 

52.63 

78.95 

94.74 

.62 

.62 

20.37 

40.74 

68.52 

.00 

.00 

.00 

33.33 

100.00 

.00 

40.00 

80.00 

100.00 

100.00 

1.10 

3.30 

14.29 

35.16 

75.82 

2.49 

10.58 

36.10 

56.02 

74.90 

No  Colored 

.00 

.00 

50.00 

50.00 

50.00 

.00 

9.09 

54.55 

81.82 

81.82 

50.00 

75.00 

97.22 

100.00 

100.00 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

25.00 

75.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

11.86 

21.47 

40.68 

53.30 

75.71 

.47 

7.44 

19.53 

33.49 

62.33 

4.25 

12.75 

32.58 

59.21 

78.19 

No  Colored 

3.39 

20.34 

50.85 

81.36 

94.92 

.00 

.00 

.00 

100.00 

100.00 

.66 

4.64 

31.13 

66.89 

96.03 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

11.24 

23.93 

52.63 

67.99 

83.35 

.00 

.00 

.00 

100.00 

100.00 

18.64 

33.90 

77.97 

81.36 

91.53 

9.52 

14.29 

61.90 

85.72 

95.24 

.00 

.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

31.82 

54.55 

90.91 

90.91 

100.00 

10.45 

19.40 

47.76 

74.63 

89.55 

33.77 

54.71 

79.14 

88.02 

93.85 

75.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

57.89 

68.42 

84.21 

94.74 

100.00 

19.17 

47.23 

79.45 

88.54 

94.27 

.00 

.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

8.13 

25.02 

54.62 

69.22 

82.08 

2.88 

18.53 

52.88 

69.24 

82.37 

10.00 

30.00 

90.00 

100.00 

100.00 

12.84 

26.61 

44.95 

55.05 

66.97 

37.36 

56.04 

83.52 

93.41 

100.00 

No  Colored 

6.11 

14.72 

42.78 

69.72 

88.61 

No  Colored 

3.13 

12.50 

44.38 

66.88 

85.00 

.00 

.00 

24.59 

67.21 

93.44 

32.00 

44.00 

70.80 

79.20 

89.20 

17.24 

22.41 

55.17 

68.97 

91.38 

10.92 

25.88 

51.26 

64.87 

78.99 

50.00 

103.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

.00 

14.29 

28.57 

42.86 

71.43 

.00 

16.67 

50.00 

100.00 

100.00 

6.67 

13.33 

73.33 

80.00 

93.33 

4.55 

22.73 

95.45 

95.45 

95.45 

.00 

20.00 

66.67 

86.67 

100.00 

33.33 

66.67 

66.67 

69.67 

100.00 

.00 

.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

.00 

.00 

23.08 

38.46 

69.23 

.20 

.61 

4.39 

10.93 

30.95 

.00 

.24 

1.79 

6.82 

27.39 

9.87 

17.65 

34.98 

65.02 

83.09 

50.00 

83.33 

103.00 

100.00 

100.00 

10.53 

10.53 

26.32 

57.89 

78.95 

10.31 

22.52 

51.53 

79.77 

95.42 

11.63 

32.56 

69.77 

88.37 

97.67 

"10  or  fewer  owner-occupied  colored  homes. 
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TABLE  IV— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCU- 
PIED HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 
ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  op  Exemption 

Name  op  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Forsyth  County 

.20 

3.23 

.17 

13.80 

50.00 

28.57 

18.18 

46.15 

3.14 

4.35 

15.22 

5.26 

.00 

.00 

20.00 

3.33 

.00 

14.69 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

5.55 

9.09 

2.29 

.00 

14.29 

10.53 

8.33 

42.86 

No  Colored 

7.50 

36.00 

.78 

.66 

6.31 

4.00 

.00 

32.14 

8.05 

No  Colored 

7.89 

1.19 

11.90 

25.00 

8.73 

33.33 

10.85 

.00 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

11.39 

11.45 

5.00 

2.68 

5.77 

4.55 

.00 

15.19 

13.93 

51.16 

50.00 

12.50 

.00 

8.62 

.00 

No  Colored 

1.97 

6.45 

1.41 

19.94 

50.00 

28.57 

32.73 

69.23 

13.72 

4.35 

30.43 

10.53 

10.53 

7.87 

20.00 

6.67 

.00 

22.88 

13.34 
36.36 
4.58 
50.00 
42.86 
19.30 
25.00 
71.43 

14.66 
56.00 
3.28 
1.66 
16.41 
12.00 
11.11 
60.71 
31.03 

21.05 
2.38 
25.34 
33.33 
26.98 
66.67 
21.71 
100.00 

17.72 

19.82 
15.00 

8.93 
13.10 
14.77 
31.03 
26.58 
27.86 
72.09 
61.11 
25.84 
.00 
36.21 

3.92 

15.73 
45.16 
10.27 
41.72 
50.00 
57.14 
72.73 
92.31 
44.63 
13.04 
67.39 
52.63 
36.84 
44.44 
60.00 
36.67 
66.67 
42.37 

37.03 
81.82 
29.77 
50.00 
71.43 
27.19 
58.33 
85.71 

24.91 
72.00 
9.53 
5.63 
40.00 
38.67 
44.44 
85.71 
60.92 

57.89 
26.19 
48.30 
66.67 
57.14 
81.48 
49.61 
100.00 

40.51 
40.09 
35.00 
28.57 
28.73 
45.45 
68.97 
44.30 
41.43 
97.67 
77.78 
51.52 
.00 
70.69 
26.47 

36.30 
67.74 
29.25 
53.68 
50.00 
71.43 
85.45 

100. 00 
67.77 
39.13 
89.13 
84.21 
68.42 
70.83 
80.00 
56.67 

100.00 
55.93 

52.34 
90.91 
48.09 
100.00 
85.71 
37.72 
75.00 
85.71 

36.96 
80.00 
19.53 
21.19 
54.58 
52.00 
77.78 
89.29 
72.41 

71.05 
47.62 
68.37 
83.33 
86.51 
96.30 
68.22 
100.00 

58.23 
61.23 
60.00 
52.68 
39.86 
67.05 
86.21 
59.49 
51.43 
100.00 
87.65 
72.47 
50.00 
86.21 
50.98 

60.03 

Kernersville .. 

83.87 

Winston-Salem 

54.43 

Franklin  County 

64.72 

50.00 

Franklin  ton* 

85.71 

87.27 

Youngsville 

100.00 

82.48 

86.96 

Bessemer  City 

97.83 

Cherry  ville 

100.00 

89.47 

82.41 

80.00 

Mt.  Holly 

83.33 

100.00 

72.88 

Graham  County  

Granville  County 

71.58 

90.91 

Oxford       

75.57 

Stem*         

100.00 

Stovall*    

85.71 

52.63 

91.67 

Snow  Hill 

100.00 

Walstonburg  

Guilford  County 

57.26 

96.00 

Greensboro 

42.81 

Hiffh  Point 

49.01 

70.92 

Enfield     --- 

70.67 

100.00 

89.29 

86.21 

Roanoke  Rapids 

Scotland  Neck 

92.11 

78.57 

80.27 

100.00 

96.03 

100.00 

Haywood  County     -     -  - 

89.92 

100.00 

Clyde           

Waynesville       -       -  - 

88.61 

Henderson  County     __.       . -- 

78.41 

East  Flat  Rock                   .. 

70.00 

72.32 

53.94 

79.55 

89.66 

75.95 

67.50 

100.00 

91.98 

89.19 

50.00 

93.10 

82.35 

*10  or  fewer  owner-occupied  colored  homes. 
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TABLE  IV— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCU- 
PIED HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 
ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Jackson  County _  _  . 

25.45 

.00 

42.86 

4.91 

33.33 

.00 

.00 

21.05 

50.00 

.00 

8.33 

11.43 

.00 

13.64 

8.70 

9.09 

18.04 

33.33 

4.60 

9.85 

6.88 

18.06 

66.67 

18.65 

14.77 

8.70 

.00 

No  Colored 

40.00 

14.29 

No  Colored 

100.00 

10.27 

No  Colored 

31.43 

6.25 

.00 

8.33 

4.90 

12.44 

.00 

No  Colored 

11.11 

5.60 

1.30 

100.00 

23.53 

No  Colored 

50.00 

75.00 

No  Colored 

11.11 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

31.25 

No  Colored 

5.26 

32.40 

39.73 

18.18 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

33.51 

48.28 

34.55 
.00 
57.14 
13.58 
33.33 
22.22 
25.00 
26.32 
50.00 

100.00 
58.33 
20.00 
4.62 
26.62 
17.39 
27.27 
31.96 
41.67 
18.39 
26.86 
23.33 
37.50 

100.00 

33.73 

32.21 

43.48 

.00 

60.00 

42.86 

100.00 
27.30 

65.71 
18.75 
15.00 
33.33 

25.87 
28.86 
33.33 

22.22 

9.12 

2.71 

100.00 

23.53 

50.00 
75.00 

27.27 

43.75 

10.53 
51.91 
67.12 
18.18 

69.59 
55.17 

60.00 
.00 
85.71 
32.95 
66.67 
66.67 
75.00 
63.16 
50.00 

100.00 
91.67 
54.29 
23.08 
55.84 
73.91 
72.73 
56.65 
87.50 
44.83 
55.13 
53.75 
83.33 

100.00 
56.35 
57.05 
65.22 
50.00 

70.00 
57.14 

100.00 
56.66 

94.29 
84.38 
65.00 
64.58 
76.22 
59.70 
66.67 

55.56 
21.86 
12.60 
100.00 
52.94 

50.00 
75.00 

66.67 

62.50 

52.63 
75.59 
84.93 
63.64 

91.75 

86.21 

72.73 

.00 

92.86 

47.40 

100.00 
66.67 
75.00 
84.21 
50.00 

100.00 
91.67 
71.43 
47.69 
62.99 
82.61 
81.82 
73.73 

100.00 
66.67 
70.32 
71.67 
95.83 

100.00 
72.22 
77.18 
69.57 
50.00 

90.00 
85.71 

100.00 

69.82 

97.14 
90.63 
85.00 
81.25 
90.91 
79.60 
66.67 

72.22 

42.55 

35.10 

100.00 

76.47 

75.00 
100.00 

80.81 

87.50 

68.42 
86.12 
89.04 

81.82 

96.91 

96.55 

85.45 

Dillsboro* . 

100.00 

Sylva -. 

100.00 

Johnston  County 

68.79 

Benson* 

100.00 

Clayton*..     ___-_. 

77.78 

Four  Oaks* -  . -  . 

75.00 

Kenly _  _.  

100.00 

Micro* . -  .  - 

100.00 

Pinelevel* 

100.00 

Princeton.. .  . 

100.00 

Selma . 

88.57 

Smithheld .....     .. 

70.77 

Jones  County .  . 

74.03 

Pollocksville  .  _ 

95.65 

Trenton .       . . 

100.00 

Lee  County ..     

86.39 

Jonesboro . .  . 

100.00 

Sanford . 

88.51 

Lenoir  County .  .  . .  . 

82.70 

Kinston 

86.67 

LaGrange ..     .  . 

100.00 

Pink  Hill* 

100.00 

Lincoln  County  ..  .  . 

85.71 

Lincolnton .. 

91.28 

Macon  County . 

86.96 

Franklin* _     __  ._     _.  . 

100.00 

Highlands..  ..     

Madison  County*.      .     _     ..     ._ . 

100.00 

Hot  Springs* ....     

100.00 

Marshall    .. 

Mars  Hill* 

100.00 

Martin  County . .      . 

80.10 

Everetts  ......     _.     _. 

Hamilton.   ......        _          ._ 

100.00 

Jamesville  ...... 

96.88 

Oak  City 

95.00 

Robersonville 

93.75 

Williamston .       .         .... 

95.80 

McDowell  County  ...     ... 

96.02 

Marion* ...       ... 

66.67 

Nebo  ... .  .        .... 

Old  Fort 

100.00 

Mecklenburg  County  _.     ... 

65.76 

Charlotte.    ..  . . 

61.60 

Cornelius* _. . 

100.00 

Davidson     ...                     .... 

82.35 

Matthews.                .  .           . 

Pineville*     ..       .              ... 

75.00 

Mitchell  County* .     _ 

100.00 

Spruce  Pine ..... 

Montgomery  County ...            .... 

91.92 

Biscoe .  . 

Candor   ......       ._     ... 

Mount  Gilead .... 

93.75 

Star 

Troy 

94.74 

Moore  County. 

94.37 

Aberdeen .. . 

97.26 

Carthage...  .  .        

90.91 

Hemp..     .  . 

Pinebluff 

Southern  Pines..     _  . 

97.42 

Vass. _  ... 

100.00 

"10  or  fewer  owner-occupied  colored  homes. 
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TABLE  IV— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCU- 
PIED HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 
ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Nash  County 

Bailey* 

Battleboro 

Middlesex 

Nashville 

Rocky  Mount 

Sharpsburg 

Spring  Hope 

New  Hanover  County. 
Carolina  Beach... 

Wilmington 

Wrightsville 

Northampton  County. 

Conway* 

Garysburg 

Jackson 

Margarettsville... 

Rich  Square 

Seaboard 

Severn* 

Woodland 

Onslow  County 

Jacksonville 

Richlands 

Swansboro 

Orange  County 

Carrboro ... 

Chapel  Hill 

Hillsboro 

Pamlico  County 

Oriental 

Pasquotank  County... 
Elizabeth  City 

Pender  County 

Atkinson* 

Burgaw 

Perquimans  County. _. 

Hertford 

Winfall 

Person  County 

Roxboro 

Pitt  County 

Ayden 

Bethel. 

Farmville 

Fountain* 

Greenville 

Grimesland 

Winterville 

Polk  County 

Columbus* 

Saluda 

Tryon 

Randolph  County 

Asheboro 

Franklinville 

Liberty 

Ramseur 

Randleman 

Richmond  County 

Ellerbe* 

Hamlet 

Rockingham 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 


No 


No 
No 


No 


No 


No 


No 

No 
No 


5.44 

33.33 

18.75 

50.00 

.00 

6.96 

Colored 

7.41 

2.03 

Colored 

.22 

Colored 

8.46 

50.00 

.00 

.00 

Colored 

20.69 

23.08 

33.33 

34.78 

18.63 

30.56 

38.46 

Colored 

23.23 

12.00 

6.29 

20.41 

46.75 

Colored 

6.44 

.33 

25.78 

.00 

13.33 

9.81 

2.33 

.00 

7.62 

4.72 

9.89 

40.32 

2.70 

4.55 

50.00 

6.47 

8.00 

29.41 

15.00 

100.00 

8.33 

9.76 

16.16 

10.87 

Colored 

16.13 

Colored 

Colored 

11.36 

60.00 

.00 

8.64 


$300 


11.05 
33.33 
31.25 
57.14 
6.67 
11.19 

33.33 
4.68 

.43 

21.88 

75.00 

15.38 

9.09 

62.07 
30.77 
100.00 
52.17 
38.82 
55.56 
76.92 

37.93 
28.00 
13.29 
48.98 
68.64 

17.63 
6.56 
45.46 
50.00 
27.78 
20.44 
8.14 
25.00 
14.60 
16.04 
23.07 
69.35 
13.51 
22.73 
50.00 
15.09 
24.00 
64.71 
28.13 
100.00 
16.67 
26.83 
30.30 
23.91 

38.71 


23.09 

60.00 

6.98 

17.28 


$500 


35.20 
100.00 
75.00 
92.86 
66.67 
29.74 

70.37 
15.93 

5.10 

41.18 
87.50 
61.54 
54.55 

79.31 
30.77 

100.00 
82.61 
66.46 
86.11 

100.00 

55.91 
44.00 
34.97 
65.31 
83.14 

45.93 
34.75 
67.68 
50.00 
58.89 
37.60 
20.93 
55.00 
37.46 
51.89 
49.89 
88.71 
54.05 
63.64 

100.00 
43.67 
56.00 
97.06 
70.00 

100.00 
58.33 
78.05 
54.80 
51.09 

58.06 


52.51 
80.00 
30.23 
53.09 


$700 


54.93 
100.00 

81.25 
100.00 

80.00 

65.89 

88.89 
31.62 

17.48 

55.70 

100.00 

69.23 

90.91 

93.10 
38.46 

100.00 
86.96 
80.12 
97.22 

100.00 

68.77 
60.00 
55.94 
71.43 
91.42 

63.90 
59.67 
82.27 

100.00 
77.78 
52.32 
41.86 
80.00 
56.83 
76.42 
65.34 
96.77 
86.49 
84.55 

100.00 
64.42 
72.00 
97.06 
84.38 

100.00 
66.67 
93.90 
72.22 
73.91 

74.19 


68.72 

100.00 

50.00 

70.37 


$1,000 


73.81 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

80.00 

87.59 

100.00 
54.80 

42.89 

71.32 
100.00 

84.62 
100.00 

96.55 
69.23 

100.00 
95.65 
88.51 
97.22 

100.00 

83.60 
80.00 
75.52 
91.84 
96.15 

82.03 
82.95 
91.18 

100.00 
91.11 
73.02 
74.42 

100.00 
71.43 
92.45 
79.89 
98.39 
97.30 
95.45 

100.00 
85.71 
92.00 

100.00 
94.38 

100.00 

100.00 
98.78 
86.11 
90.22 

87.10 


82.68 

100.00 

69.77 

92.59 
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TABLE  IV— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCU- 
PIED HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 
ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Robeson  County 

Fairmont 

Lumber  Bridge.. 

Lumberton 

Maxton 

Orrum* 

Parkton* 

Pembroke* 

Proctor  ville* 

Red  Springs 

Rowland 

St.  Pauls 

Rockingham  County . 

Leaksville 

Madison 

Reidsville 

Stoneville* 

Rowan  County 

China  Grove 

Cleveland 

East  Spencer 

Faith 

Granite  Quarry.. 

Landis 

Rockwell 

Salisbury 

Spencer 

Rutherford  County... 

Bostic* 

Ellenboro* 

Forest  City 

Lake  Lure 

Rutherfordton... 
Spindale* 

Sampson  County 

Clinton 

Garland 

Roseboro* 

Salemburg* 

Scotland  County 

Gibson 

Laurinburg 

Wagram 

Stanly  County 

Albemarle 

New  London 

Norwood 

Stokes  County 

Surry  County 

Elkin* 

Mt.  Airy 

Pilot  Mountain*. 

Swain  County 

Bryson  City 

Transylvania  County. 

Brevard 

Rosman 

Tyrrell  County 

Columbia 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

18.68 

30.45 

56.52 

70.14 

83.56 

33.77 

58.44 

81.82 

85.71 

90.91 

No  Colored 

20.63 

31.75 

63.49 

73.02 

96.83 

14.29 

26.53 

63.27 

71.43 

87.76 

.00 

.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

100.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

66.67 

100.00 

16.67 

16.67 

33.33 

83.33 

100.00 

8.16 

28.57 

65.31 

85.71 

93.88 

9.68 

12.90 

64.52 

80.65 

90.32 

14.29 

28.57 

35.71 

71.43 

92.86 

3.25 

9.76 

36.18 

60.37 

80.08 

.00 

.00 

45.95 

75.68 

94.59 

3.77 

16.98 

41.51 

62.26 

90.57 

1.69 

4.52 

28.25 

59.32 

80.23 

.00 

28.57 

57.14 

71.43 

71.43 

.43 

3.04 

10.65 

22.39 

40.00 

No  Colored 

.00 

18.18 

27.27 

54.55 

72.73 

.00 

1.23 

6.17 

24.69 

46.91 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

.00 

.67 

.67 

1.33 

14.67 

.00 

.00 

.00 

100.00 

100.00 

13.21 

26.73 

50.45 

66.67 

81.68 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

20.00 

20.00 

40.00 

40.00 

80.00 

17.86 

35.71 

71.43 

92.86 

96.43 

No  Colored 

.00 

14.29 

50.00 

64.29 

85.71 

.00 

.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

18.17 

30.85 

57.56 

71.22 

83.78 

7.56 

21.85 

65.55 

80.67 

94.96 

17.65 

52.94 

94.12 

100.00 

100.00 

20.00 

40.00 

80.00 

100.00 

100.00 

50.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

10.00 

20.27 

53.78 

67.84 

78.11 

16.13 

35.48 

80.65 

96.77 

100.00 

3.73 

14.93 

70.90 

79.85 

88.81 

17.65 

35.29 

82.35 

94.12 

94.12 

8.99 

24.46 

61.51 

83.45 

93.53 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

.00 

26.67 

93.33 

100.00 

100.00 

19.05 

22.22 

33.33 

42.86 

57.14 

10.92 

26.20 

54.59 

71.62 

84.28 

.00 

.00 

16.67 

16.67 

83.33 

.00 

2.94 

29.41 

50.00 

70.59 

33.33 

50.00 

83.33 

10L00 

100.00 

58.82 

82.35 

94.12 

94.12 

100.00 

58.82 

82.35 

94.12 

94.12 

103.00 

34.48 

68.97 

87.36 

97.70 

98.85 

25.00 

60.71 

87.50 

96.43 

98.21 

No  Colored 

22.60 

37.85 

59.32 

71.75 

85.86 

14.89 

36.17 

76.60 

91.49 

95.74 
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TABLE  IV— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCU- 
PIED HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 
ASSUMED  LEVELS   OF  EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Union  County _  _-       

14.29 

No  Colored 

.00 

43.75 

4.30 

61.90 

.00 

1.88 

10.00 

18.52 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.94 

2.00 

.00 

■      .00 

14.19 

17.65 

6.67 

.00 

10.23 

5.56 

9.90 

5.88 

31.03 

No  Colored 

31.82 

3.60 

8.33 

.84 

13.64 

.00 

25.00 

4.35 

No  Colored 

16.67 

5.12 

33.33 

20.83 

33.33 

12.50 

.98 

42.07 

50.00 

.00 

45.83 

46.67 

45.45 

No  Colored 

29.67 

100.00 

75.00 

13.98 

95.24 

80.00 

5.71 

13.33 

33.33 

6.25 

3.13 

8.33 

2.95 

4.00 

50.00 

.00 

27.23 

50.00 

23.33 

3.85 

28.07 

33.33 

29.70 

23.53 

41.38 

45.45 
9.78 

16.67 
6.16 

19.70 
.00 

41.29 

17.39' 

38.89 
11.86 

100.00 
41.67 

100.00 

56.25 

3.69 

60.37 

50.00 

100.00 
75.00 
73.33 
59.09 

60.44 

100.00 
93.75 
60.22 
95.24 

100.00 
22.01 
40.00 
66.67 
31.25 
31.25 
33.33 
16.41 
38.00 
50.00 
44.00 
49.46 
73.53 
80.00 
15.38 
54.09 
55.56 
55.45 
64.71 
86.21 

81.82 
37.27 
25.00 
37.54 
66.67 
.00 
64.77 
52.17 

55.56 
34.85 

100.00 
73.61 

100.00 
87.50 
28.01 
81.71 

100.00 

100.00 
95.83 
86.67 
90.91 

77.66 

100.00 
100.00 
84.95 
100.00 
100.00 
39.08 
56.67 
74.07 
68.75 
71.88 
50.00 
33.88 
70.00 
100.00 
66.67 
62.91 
85.29 
86.67 
26.92 
72.81 
83.33 
79.21 
91.18 
96.55 

95.45 
58.85 
50.00 
64.15 
84.85 
.00 
79.92 
78.26 

77.78 

59.00 

100.00 

86.11 

100.00 

93.75 

58.72 

89.02 

100.00 

100.00 

95.83 

100.00 

100.00 

87.91 

Benton  Heights .   .       .  . 

Indian  Trail* . .  .  . 

100.00 

Marshville .  .  .       

100.00 

Monroe .  . 

95.70 

Waxhaw .  .   ..   . 

100.00 

Wingate* ..... 

100.00 

Wake  County .. 

63.64 

Apex _. .  

80.00 

Cary .. 

96.30 

Fuquay  Springs 

81.25 

Garner    .  _  

93.75 

Holly  Springs 

83.33 

Raleigh ...  .. 

60.80 

Wake  Forest .  . 

90.00 

Wendell* 

100.00 

Zebulon* 

88.89 

Warren  County .. . 

79.12 

Norlina ..     .  _  .  ..     .. 

94.12 

Macon .  

86.67 

Warrenton  .     . ..     .....     .. 

50.00 

Washington  County. ..     . 

87.43 

Creswell    _  . 

100.00 

Plymouth .  .  _.     . .  _ 

93.07 

Roper           .       . .   .. 

100.00 

Watauga  County . .. 

100.00 

Blowing  Rock .. 

Boone         ..  _. .  . 

100.00 

Wayne  County  .. 

76.40 

Fremont       ._... 

91.67 

Goldsboro.. .  .  .  . 

83.47 

Mt.  Olive 

93.94 

Pikeville*  . 

100.00 

Wilkes  County  . .  . .  .  

92.42 

North  Wilkesboro. .       

100.00 

Ronda        .. .   . 

Wilkesboro.       .. ..  ._   _.   . 

94.44 

Wilson  County   . 

76.72 

Black  Creek* 

100.00 

Elm  City 

97.22 

Lucama* .  

100.00 

Stantonsburg.     ...       ...     ... 

93.75 

Wilson ..     . 

79.85 

Yadkin  County ..  .   .     .     . 

92.68 

Boonville*       .  .. 

100.00 

EastBend*      

100.00 

Jonesville _.  . 

100.00 

Yadkinville .  .   _.   ..  . 

100.00 

Yancey  County .  . .. 

100.00 

Burnsville        ..  _  .  .  
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Table  V 

Explanatory  Comments : 

1.  Except  for  the  fact  that  this  Table  applies  to  all  owner- 
occupied  homes,  both  white  and  colored,  comment  1  under  Table 
III  applies  with  equal  force  to  this  Table. 

2.  The  distribution  of  counties,  as  to  percentage  of  total 
owner-occupied  homes  completely  exempt,  is  as  follows : 
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$200  53 

$300  22 

$500  3 

$700  1 

$1,000  0 
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us 
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in 

o 
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CO 
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co 
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O 

us 

O 

us 

o 
co 

co 

o 
1# 

US 

o 
to 

US 

us 

O 

M 

0) 

> 
O 

26 

11 

5 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28 

20 

13 

7 

3 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

12 

14 

16 

19 

7 

9 

5 

5 

4 

2 

0 

0 

1 

1 

8 

7 

13 

20 

12 

7 

9 

4 

6 

4 

0 

5 

0 

2 

0 

6 

5 

12 

9 

18 

9 

10 

6 

6 

14 

The  percentage  below  which  a  majority  of  counties  fall  runs 
from  5%  at  $200  to  10%  at  $300  to  22%  at  $500  to  30%  at  $700 
to  45%  at  $1,000.  For  the  97  counties  as  a  whole,  the  percentages 
are  5.13%  at  $200,  9.64%  at  $300,  19.63%  at  $500,  29.01%  at 
$700  and  42.39%  at  $1,000. 

3.  The  distribution  of  the  330  cities  and  towns  covered  by  the 
Table,  as  to  percentage  of  total  owner-occupied  homes  completely 
exempt,  is  as  follows : 
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The  majority  of  cities  and  towns  fall  below  3%  at  $200,  6% 
at  $300, 17%  at  $500,  26%  at  $700,  and  41%  at  $1,000.  The  rela- 
tive concentration  of  the  higher  valued  homes  in  the  larger  cities 
is  reflected  in  the  fact  that  the  percentages  for  all  homesteads 
in  the  330  cities  and  towns  are  1.96%  at  $200,  4.58%  at  $300, 
11.74%  at  $500,  19.18%  at  $700,  and  30.83%  at  $1,000.  The 
number  of  cities  and  towns  having  no  homesteads  completely 
exempt  is  89  at  $200,  37  at  $300,  9  at  $500,  and  one  at  $700  and 
$1,000. 
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4.  At  a  $200  exemption  level,  67  %  of  cities  and  towns  show  a 
smaller  percentage  of  all  owner-occupied  homes  completely 
exempt  than  the  counties  in  which  they  are  located.  The  per- 
centage is  62%  at  $300,  57%  at  $500,  56%  at  $700  and  53%  at 
$1,000.  As  in  the  case  of  Tables  III  and  IV,  there  is  consider- 
able disparity  in  this  respect  between  the  larger  towns  and  the 
smaller  ones.  The  following  brief  table  indicates  the  trend,  by 
population  groups : 

Percentage  of  Towns   Showing  a  Higher  Percentage  of   Owner- 
Occupied   Homes   Completely   Exempt  Than   the   Counties 
in  Which  They  Are  Located 
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As  already  pointed  out,  the  relative  weight  of  the  larger  towns 
is  indicated  by  th£  fact  that  incorporated  towns  as  a  whole,  while 
accounting  for  but  31%  of  all  homesteads,  account  for  40%  of 
homestead  valuation. 
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TABLE  V 

PERCENTAGE    OF    TOTAL   NUMBER   OF   WHITE    AND    COLORED 

OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT 

AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Alamance  County 

Burlington 

Elon  College 

Grahain 

Mebane 

Alexander  County 

Taylorsville 

Alleghany  County 

Sparta 

Anson  County 

Ansonville 

Lilesville 

McFarlan 

Morven 

Peachland 

Polkton 

Wadesboro 

Ashe  County 

Jefferson 

West  Jefferson... 

Avery  County 

Banners  Elk 

Elk  Park 

Newland 

Beaufort  County 

Aurora 

Belhaven 

Pantego 

Washington 

Washington  Park 

Bertie  County 

Aulander 

Colerairi 

Kelford 

Roxobel 

Windsor 

Bladen  County 

Bladenboro 

Clarkton 

Elizabethtown 

Brunswick  County 

Southport 

Buncombe  County 

Asheville 

Biltmore 

Black  Mountain. 
Weaverville 

Burke  County 

Glen  Alpine 

Morganton 

Valdese 

Cabarrus  County 

Concord 

Mt.  Pleasant 

Caldwell  County 

Granite  Falls 

Lenoir 

Camden  County 

Carteret  County 

Beaufort 

Morehead  City.. 
Newport 

Caswell  County 

Milton 


Assumed  Amount  op  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

1.15 

3.52 

11.53 

22.02 

38.17 

.10 

.49 

.99 

3.35 

10.06 

.00 

.00 

.00 

3.03 

9.09 

1.76 

3.23 

19.65 

32.84 

52.79 

.00 

.96 

6.70 

10.53 

26.79 

3.76 

7.67 

20.48 

31.66 

51.32 

3.50 

5.59 

15.38 

24.48 

34.97 

7.55 

15.03 

28.12 

39.35 

53.11 

.00 

2.86 

8.57 

17.14 

41. 45 

6.28 

14.57 

28.69 

41.45 

54.05- 

6.78 

25.42 

45.76 

67.80 

77.97 

.00 

.00 

5.41 

10.81 

27.03. 

.00 

10.53 

10.53 

36.84 

52.63 

7.79 

18.18 

20.78 

36.36 

42.86- 

5.88 

8.82 

26.47 

44.12 

55.88. 

13.46 

23.08 

34.62 

50.00 

69.23 

8.41 

18.53 

36.85 

44.83 

50.86- 

45.47 

59.44 

75.45 

83.63 

90.61 

10.34 

17.24 

27.59 

41.38 

58.62 

18.28 

31.18 

44.09 

58.06 

73.12 

9.96 

17.59 

36.77 

50.59 

66. 06- 

2.63 

5.26 

13.16 

26.32 

44.74 

2.47 

6.17 

22.22 

32.10 

58.02 

7.14 

21.43 

38.57 

47.14 

61.45 

5.11 

11.43 

23.98 

33.73 

45.95- 

.00 

5.88 

17.65 

33.33 

47.06. 

11.28 

26.69 

46.24 

60.15 

76.32 

2.70 

8.11 

21.62 

32.43 

45.95 

.48 

2.54 

10.46 

16.96 

27.73 

.00 

.00 

8.33 

11.11 

13.89 

11.14 

19.27 

29.73 

41.05 

50.48: 

.00 

1.20 

3.61 

10.84 

14.46 

.00 

.00 

.00 

5.56 

11.11 

.00 

2.00 

14.00 

28.00 

50.00- 

.00 

2.63 

5.26 

7.89 

28.95- 

4.91 

12.88 

26.38 

36.20 

42.33: 

9.39 

18.66 

36.01 

48.45 

62.92 

3.57 

8.93 

19.64 

33.93 

50.00- 

.00 

6.67 

13.33 

16.67 

36.67 

1.25 

6.25 

11.25 

21.25 

33.75 

14.19 

26.56 

49.53 

65.30 

80.28: 

14.29 

26.49 

46.43 

57.74 

72.02 

5.22 

9.47 

19.15 

28.44 

40.17' 

.73 

1.56 

4.31 

8.93 

17.62 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00< 

.00 

.00 

3.42 

8.55 

20.51 

1.94 

3.88 

8.75 

12.62 

18.45, 

4.20 

7.99 

17.32 

28.08 

45.88. 

.00 

1.72 

8.62 

18.97 

36.21 

1.13 

2.84 

6.67 

13.90 

26.52 

.00 

.55 

2.76 

25.41 

56.91 

.51 

1.95 

7.26 

15.24 

34.15 

.64 

2.07 

7.88 

15.61 

33.84 

.95 

5.71 

12.38 

29.52 

43.81 

8.29 

14.17 

25.89 

36.41 

52.97" 

2.84 

4.96 

9.22 

13.48 

25.55 

3.69 

6.57 

16.94 

24.42 

38.02 

6.47 

11.09 

23.48 

32.35 

44.18- 

7.60 

15.87 

32.63 

48.46 

64.87- 

1.32 

5.74 

21.19 

34.44 

48.57" 

.71 

3.33 

16.86 

31.35 

50.36 

1.59 

7.94 

25.40 

34.92 

57.14 

4.00 

7.45 

13.49 

20.03 

30.70i 

35.79 

44.21 

57.89 

61.05 

67.37/ 
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TABLE  V— Continued 

PERCENTAGE    OP   TOTAL   NUMBER    OF   WHITE    AND    COLORED 

OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT 

AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Catawba  County 

Catawba 

Claremont 

Conover 

Hickory 

Long  view 

Maiden 

Newton 

Chatham  County 

Goldston 

Pittsboro 

SilerCity 

Cherokee  County 

Andrews 

Marble 

Murphy 

Chowan  County 

Edenton 

Cleveland  County 

Grover ... 

Kings  Mountain. 

Lattimore 

Shelby 

Waco 

Columbus  County — 

Cerro  Gordo 

Chadbourn 

Fair  Bluff 

Lake  Waccamaw 

Tabor  City 

Whiteville 

Craven  County 

Bridgeton 

Dover 

New  Bern 

Vanceboro 

Cumberland  County- 

Fayetteville 

Wade 

Currituck  County 

Dare  County 

Manteo 

Davidson  County 

Denton 

Lexington 

Thomasville 

Davie  County 

Mocks  ville 

Duplin  County 

Beulaville 

Calypso 

Faison 

Kenansville 

Magnolia 

Rosehill 

Teacheys.. 

Wallace 

Warsaw 

Durham  County 

Durham 

Edgecombe  County.  . 

Macclesfield 

Pinetops 

Tarboro ., 

Whitakers 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

.40 

1.12 

4.38 

10.44 

22.11 

.00 

4.55 

6.82 

13.64 

25.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

6.15 

23.08 

.00 

.81 

8.13 

13.01 

18.70 

.08 

.17 

3.02 

6.43 

13.65 

.00 

.00 

1.79 

4.46 

20.54 

.00 

2.42 

5.45 

10.91 

30.91 

.34 

.67 

2.85 

9.21 

24.46 

.69 

2.74 

10.43 

19.88 

37.24 

.00 

.00 

2.94 

5.88 

11.76 

.00 

.00 

1.56 

4.69 

7.81 

.00 

.41 

5.76 

10.70 

26.75 

12.81 

23.36 

43.35 

55.60 

70.27 

.61 

4.88 

13.41 

21.95 

44.51 

.00 

7.89 

21.05 

28.95 

39.47 

4.55 

8.44 

17.53 

25.32 

38.96 

6.38 

12.00 

22.93 

29.92 

47.30 

■    .43 

4.08 

10.30 

16.74 

33.69 

.79 

2.46 

8.08 

17.16 

29.58 

.00 

.00 

4.76 

14.29 

33.33 

.49 

3.66 

12.44 

28.54 

44.88 

.00 

.00 

5.56 

16.67 

33.33 

.11 

.80 

6.86 

18.40 

35.09 

7.14 

10.71 

10.71 

21.43 

35.71 

4.70 

10.34 

24.85 

35.94 

52.50 

.00 

5.56 

22.22 

27.78 

50.00 

9.09 

16.53 

39.67 

45.45 

57.85 

4.71 

9.41 

29.41 

41.18 

60.00 

11.11 

16.67 

22.22 

22.22 

27.78 

6.20 

10.08 

23.26 

31.01 

41.86 

2.77 

5.19 

16.96 

26.30 

37.02 

16.29 

27.96 

45.64 

56.41 

67.02 

5.41 

16.22 

44.59 

71.62 

94.59 

27.78 

48.15 

70.37 

85.19 

94.44 

9.69 

23.94 

40.75 

46.59 

54.10 

.00 

5.63 

23.94 

50.70 

60.56 

3.59 

10.80 

26.64 

38.28 

51.11 

1.18 

7.37 

20.99 

28.84 

36.21 

6.90 

20.69 

51.72 

62.07 

68.97 

5.97 

11.67 

21.92 

29.31 

41.63 

16.50 

30.24 

54.24 

70.83 

88.31 

.99 

1.98 

8.91 

16.83 

41.58 

2.52 

5.44 

15.70 

28.66 

44.51 

1.20 

1.20 

12.05 

26.51 

46.99 

.51 

2.46 

12.63 

27.31 

40.66 

.00 

.00 

7.80 

28.04 

51.04 

7.57 

13.44 

26.98 

36.64 

50.27 

4.12 

7.12 

17.60 

23.22 

39.70 

3.59 

8.35 

18.49 

26.39 

40.73 

4.65 

9.30 

16.28 

23.26 

44.19 

.00 

2.63 

15.79 

23.68 

47.37 

1.96 

5.88 

11.76 

19.61 

31.37 

1.75 

3.51 

21.05 

24.56 

35.09 

2.82 

12.68 

50.70 

63.38 

74.65 

1.28 

5.13 

15.38 

24.36 

35.90 

11.11 

22.22 

22.22 

33.33 

77.78 

3.70 

6.17 

13.58 

14.81 

28.40 

.00 

.00 

6.25 

8.75 

25.00 

.15 

.40 

1.98 

4.66 

12.44 

.00 

.09 

.59 

2.25 

9.30 

4.03 

7.08 

14.65 

28.47 

40.68 

12.00 

20.00 

24.00 

44.00 

56.00 

2.56 

2.56 

7.69 

16.67 

34.62 

4.90 

10.30 

24.83 

40.54 

55.41 

4.55 

12.73 

32.73 

40.91 

50.91 
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TABLE  V— Continued 

PERCENTAGE    OFi   TOTAL   NUMBER    OF    WHITE    AND    COLORED 

OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT 

AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Forsyth  County. 

Kernersville 

Winston-Salem. 

Franklin  County 

Bunn 

Franklinton 

Louisburg 

Youngsville 

Gaston  County 

Belmont 

Bessemer  City.. 

Cherry  ville 

Dallas 

Gastonia 

Lowell 

Mt.  Holly 

Stanley 

Gates  County 

Gates  ville 

Graham  County 

Robbins  ville 

Granville  County 

Creedmoor 

Oxford 

Stem 

Stovall 

Greene  County 

Hookerton 

Snow  Hill 

Walstonburg 

Guilford  County 

Gibsonville 

Greensboro 

High  Point 

Halifax  County 

Enfield 

Halifax 

Hobgood 

Littleton 

Roanoke  Rapids 
Scotland  Neck.. 
Weldon 

Harnett  County 

Angier 

Dunn 

Lillington 

Haywood  County 

Canton 

Clyde 

Hazelwood 

Waynesville 

Henderson  County. . 
East  Flat  Rock. 
Hendersonville.. 

Hertford  County 

Ahoskie 

Murfreesboro 

Winton 

Hoke  County 

Raeford 

Hyde  County.: 

Iredell  County. 

Harmony 

Moores  ville 

Statesville 

Troutman 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

.03 

.35 

5.08 

13.81 

29.46 

.46 

1.84 

12.90 

26.73 

41.01 

.04 

.35 

3.15 

9.52 

21. 25 

4.43 

7.12 

16.82 

24.21 

37.66 

6.67 

6.67 

13.34 

20.00 

60.00 

8.51 

8.51 

23.40 

27.66 

55.32 

5.41 

9.73 

21.62 

27.03 

29.19 

15.25 

23.73 

38.98 

59.32 

76.27 

.49 

2.32 

9.62 

18.71 

32.65 

.51 

.51 

2.03 

6.60 

17.77 

3.03 

6.06 

20.78 

34.63 

54.11 

.47 

.94 

6.60 

18.40 

35.85 

.00 

3.60 

11.71 

24.32 

46.85 

.00 

1.68 

11.65 

21.82 

32.48 

3.23 

3.23 

9.68 

16.13 

25.81 

.78 

1.56 

9.38 

15.63 

28.91 

.00 

.00 

9.88 

16.05 

30.86 

6.58 

10.49 

21.16 

28.60 

41.75 

.00 

2.94 

5.88 

5.88 

14.71 

18.03 

30.06 

49.36 

58.96 

73.87 

2.63 

5.26 

10.53 

10.53 

31.58: 

2.24 

4.69 

13.90 

20.98 

34.62 

1.79 

7.14 

17.86 

23.21 

39.29 

.75 

1.51 

10.05 

16.33 

28.64 

.00 

4.17 

4.17 

12.50 

20.83 

2.94 

8.82 

20.59 

29.41 

67.65 

2.05 

3.85 

7.17 

11.78 

21.77 

2.86 

8.57 

20.00 

34.29 

42.86 

7.77 

12.62 

17.48 

18.45 

35.92 

.00 

.00 

4.76 

14.29 

38.10 

2.28 

4.66 

9.21 

14.52 

25.38 

8.09 

12.72 

19.08 

26.59 

43.93 

.17 

.63 

2.03 

4.48 

11.57 

.12 

.46 

1.87 

5.19 

15.82 

3.16 

8.21 

21.54 

31.82 

46.29 

2.10 

4.62 

16.81 

22.69 

32.35 

.00 

4.26 

17.02 

29.79 

46.81 

11.84 

22.37 

34.21 

46.05 

&-««     56.58 

3.27 

14.02 

27.57 

34.58 

-47.66 

.00 

.00 

1.82 

5.45 

22.18 

1.57 

4.19 

14.66 

21.99 

40.31 

.87 

1.30 

10.43 

19.13 

31.74 

2.73 

7.04 

16.08 

25.57 

Si        36.27 

3.85 

6.41 

19.23 

33.33 

•51.28 

2.86 

9.07 

19.81 

33.17 

i  40.81 

9.43 

19.81 

24.53 

31.13 

^33.02 

5.10 

10.15 

23.52 

35.81 

51.67 

2.23 

4.45 

11.87 

24.12 

'40.65 

7.76 

12.93 

29.31 

38.79 

64.66 

5.51 

10.24 

30.71 

44.09 

1        64.57 

3.54 

6.75 

17.68 

25.40 

•v       42.12 

4.38 

9.79 

22.22 

33.00 

47.55 

2.17 

6.52 

11.96 

26.09 

42.39 

.93 

2.79 

9.07 

15.81 

24.65 

2.92 

6.78 

15.55 

22.72 

33.62 

1.54 

5.41 

16.22 

25.10 

34.36 

.00 

8.55 

17.95 

22.22 

29.06 

8.33 

14.58 

27.78 

38.19 

52.08 

5.45 

11.01 

18.46 

23.47 

34.26 

12.50 

17.39 

26.63 

32.61 

39.13 

12.14 

18.96 

32.14 

44.74 

58.38 

2.42 

5.03 

12.27 

20.29 

35.92 

.00 

.00 

.00 

5.45 

40.00 

1.03 

4.34 

9.92 

15.29 

35.54 

.00 

.53 

4.89 

11.48 

27.95 

.00 

.00 

.00 

8.86  1 

34.18 
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TABLE  V— Continued 

PERCENTAGE    OF    TOTAL   NUMBER   OF   WHITE   AND    COLORED 

OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT 

AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Jackson  County 

7.99 
3.85 
5.88 

.65 

.71 

.00 
1.39 
4.46 
7.69 

.00 
1.56 
2.15 

.00 
4.01 
3.70 
1.75 
3.97 
8.33 

.96 
3.00 
2.80 
7.98 
8.00 
3.49 
4.51 
6.07 
2.67 

.00 

13.36 

3.70 

15.14 

4.00 

4.92 

.00 

13.25 

4.55 

.00 
2.70 
2.65 
8.42 

.00 
6.25 
3.41 
1.24 

.23 
1.05 
2.78 

.00 

4.17 

14.11 

8.84 

3.72 

.00 

.00 
6.17 

.00 

.77 

13.62 

18.24 

1.36 

2.70 

2.08 

16.10 

21.43 

14.88 

3.85 

9.24 

1.98 

.71 

1.57 

2.78 

6.25 

7.69 

5.00 

10.94 

4.30 

1.13 

8.02 

7.41 

5.26 

7.50 

10.42 

3.85 

8.56 

9.85 

16.56 

16.00 

6.47 

9.53 

13.86 

4.67 

2.22 

24.10 

12.35 

23.24 

8.00 

11.75 

.00 

32.53 

12.12 

5.56 

10.27 

12.65 

16.75 

.46 

9.38 

7.95 

2.20 

.50 

2.11 

3.47 

1.75 

4.17 

22.80 

14.92 

8.68 

.00 

.00 

8.64 

.00 

2.31 

22.67 

31.45 

2.04 

5.41 

2.08 

33.90 

25.71 

31.00 
11.54 
17.65 

7.72 

5.00 

6.30 
13.89 
18.75 
11.54 

7.50 
18.75 
16.67 

7.14 
19.63 
33.33 
17.54 
15.24 
23.96 

9.62 
18.26 
22.90 
36.81 
24.00 
13.94 
18.37 
30.27 
11.33 
15.56 
41.90 
27.16 
31.89 
18.67 
24.93 

7.69 
57.83 
45.45 
27.78 
21.62 
37.35 
33.93 

3.67 
25.00 
15.91 

5.61 

2.26 

5.26 
11.11 

5.26 
22.92 
41.21 
30.94 
21.01 
10.53 
.00 
12.35 

4.88 
10.77 
35.91 
40.88 
11.56 
16.22 

8.33 
45.61 
40.00 

43.35 
15.38 
22.69 
13.65 

9.29 

7.09 
19.44 
33.04 
15.38 
15.00 
26.56 
26.34 
14.66 
25.79 
38.89 
22.81 
21.81 
33.33 
14.66 
25.72 
32.75 
44.17 
28.00 
21.00 
26.86 
43.67 
17.33 
22.22 
55.10 
44.44 
38.92 
30.67 
33.67 
11.54 
75.90 
57.58 
46.30 
31.35 
44.71 
47.61 

7.80 
40.63 
28.41 
11.34 

6.73 
27.37 
18.06 
12.28 
41.67 
54.44 
43.09 
34.24 
26.32 

3.33 
17.28 

9.76 
23.08 
45.56 
42.77 
18.37 
27.03 
12.50 
48.78 
47.14 

60.24 

Dillsboro 

26.92 

Sylva             

30.25 

Johnston  County 

26.00 

Benson 

20.00 

Clayton    - 

14.96 

Four  Oaks 

44.44 

Kenly - 

50.00 

Micro     

26.92 

Pinelevel 

32.50 

Princeton 

48.44 

Selma - 

39.25 

Smithfield 

21.43 

Jones  County 

42.41 

Pollocksville 

61.11 

Trenton  

42.11 

Lee  County - 

32.78 

Jonesboro --  - 

40.63 

Sanford 

23.56 

Lenoir  County 

34.97 

Kinston - 

44.36 

LaGrange - 

49.69 

Pink  Hill 

32.00 

Lincoln  County 

32.33 

Lincolnton _. 

34.14 

Macon  County -  - 

59.10 

Franklin 

28.67 

Highlands - 

37.78 

Madison  County 

67.95 

Hot  Springs 

62.96 

Marshall 

48.65 

Mars  Hill - 

49.33 

Martin  County 

43.57 

Everetts     

46.15 

Hamilton 

80.72 

Jamesville -  . 

74.24 

Oak  City.. 

64.81 

Robersonville 

41.62 

Williamston 

51.47 

McDowell  County 

65.34 

Marion - 

16.51 

Nebo - 

Old  Fort 

71.88 
44.32 

Mecklenburg  County.     . 

21.39 

Charlotte 

14.10 

Cornelius -  

54.74 

Davidson . 

24.31 

Matthews.  -  _  .- 

33.33 

Pineville. . 

62.50 

Mitchell  County .  .  

69.23 

Spruce  Pine . .  . 

59.12 

Montgomery  County . 

52.61 

Biscoe      . 

60.53 

Candor . 

13.33 

Mount  Gilead . .  . 

20.99 

Star 

48.78 

Troy -. 

44.62 

Moore  County 

58.72 

Aberdeen 

50.31 

Carthage 

35.37 

Hemp         

64.86 

Pinebluff  . 

31.25 

Southern  Pines 

53.41 

61.43 
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TABLE  V— Continued 

PERCENTAGE    OF    TOTAL   NUMBER   OF   WHITE   AND    COLORED 

OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT 

AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Nash  County    -  . 

1.69 

3.70 

7.89 

12.90 

.00 

3.03 

.00 

1.92 

.86 

.00 

.08 

.00 

2.94 

9.30 

.00 

.00 

.00 

5.77 

5.88 

7.69 

13.79 

5.05 

11.96 

8.00 

8.18 

9.48 

9.90 

2.80 

8.02 

23.94 

2.38 

2.41 

.19 

13.62 

2.22 

7.03 

4.32 

.90 

.00 

2.98 

2.93 

2.87 

10.15 

1.60 

1.98 

4.44 

2.61 

3.51 

11.58 

7.50 

4.76 

3.75 

3.67 

2.73 

1.54 

1.82 

3.40 

.00 

.58 

4.62 

12.77 

.24 

1             2.72 

3.28 

3.70 

13.16 

14.52 

.92 

4.83 

.00 

8.65 

2.09 

3.13 

.16 

.00 

8.02 

13.95 

8.70 

1.23 

10.00 

17.31 

7.84 

23.08 

20.69 

11.51 

21.74 

14.67 

11.82 

15.58 

13.86 

5.88 

15.51 

37.37 

5.95 

6.17 

2.07 

24.85 

4.44 

14.59 

9.19 

3.15 

15.63 

6.16 

7.98 

6.66 

17.67 

5.60 

9.88 

6.67 

6.20 

10.53 

27.37 

15.31 

19.05 

8.75 

11.01 

6.21 

3.23 

5.45 

10.20 

.76 

5.20 

8.61 

14.89 

1.66 

5.45 

10.62 

7.41 
34.21 
30.65 
10.09 
13.75 

6.67 
21.15 

7.44 

6.25 

1.91 
14.29 
18.10 
20.93 
39.13 

7.41 
10.00 
22.12 

7.84 
23.08 
32.76 
24.66 
33.70 
26.67 
30.00 
25.26 
21.78 
14.02 
21.39 
53.77 
14.29 
16.32 
11.21 
40.07 
22.22 
30.27 
19.51 
10.36 
37.50 
15.99 
22.61 
14.97 
25.56 
20.00 
28.06 
11.11 
18.37 
26.32 
48.42 
31.72 
23.81 
25.00 
32.57 
16.37 

8.56 
20.00 
20.41 

7.63 
28.32 
20.30 
21.28 

7.13 
17.12 

18.26 
16.67 
36.84 
43.55 
11.93 
30.19 
13.33 
34.62 
14.15 
25.00 
6.79 
14.29 
29.33 
30.23 
52.17 
16.05 
30.00 
33.65 
15.69 
26.92 
39.66 
35.43 
38.04 
29.33 
40.91 
34.70 
31.68 
23.13 
28.34 
66.85 
25.00 
25.50 
21.85 
51.90 
28.89 
40.00 
28.05 
20.72 
62.50 
25.61 
35.90 
21.00 
32.71 
30.40 
37.94 
11.11 
27.07 
40.35 
61.05 
42.81 
23.81 
32.50 
44.50 
26.90 
14.45 
34.55 
27.89 
25.19 
43.93 
29.60 
40.43 
11.64 
22.57 

31.94 

Bailey _ 

48.15 

Battleboro .  _  _ 

44.74 

Middlesex _  .  . 

75.81 

Nashville .       . 

19.27 

Rocky  Mount . 

42.09 

Sharpsburg.  --.-..  

60.00 

Spring  Hope. ...     .       

46.15 

New  Hanover  _    . 

24.34 

Carolina  Beach _ 

31.25 

Wilmington.   .. ... 

17.24 

Wrightsville..  ...     ...... 

14.29 

Northampton  County . . 

45.69 

Conway . ..        ..  . 

53.49 

Garysburg _ 

69.57 

Jackson  .. 

25.93 

Margarettsville . 

60.00 

Rich  Square . .  . 

56.73 

Seaboard ..     _ 

29.41 

Severn ..       

34.62 

Woodland  .... . 

56.90 

Onslow  County ..  .  .. 

48.19 

Jacksonville . . 

47.83 

Richlands 

36.00 

Swansboro. .       _  

66.36 

Orange  County 

49.16 

Carrboro. .         

59.41 

Chapel  Hill 

31.31 

Hillsboro.  _     ....     .     . 

43.32 

Pamlico  County.    .. 

79.79 

Oriental.    .. 

53.57 

Pasquotank  County..   .         ..... 

38.70 

Elizabeth  City 

37.57 

Pender  County..   ...     ...     ... 

64.29 

Atkinson. 

42.22 

Burgaw _ 

50.27 

Perquimans  County 

42.31 

Hertford     ..     ... 

36.94 

Winfall 

78.13 

Person  County     . 

37.65 

Roxboro 

49.20 

Pitt  County 

29.60 

Ayden__ _. 

45.11 

Bethel 

40.00 

Farmville 

45.45 

Fountain.        .     ... 

26.67 

Greenville  ..     . _. 

37.07 

Grimesland  ..       .. . 

70.18 

Winterville. .  .. 

80.00 

Polk  County    .. 

60.31 

Columbus 

57.14 

Saluda 

63.75 

Tryon 

55.96 

Randolph  County  ... 

44.51 

Asheboro    . . 

31.98 

Franklinville _. 

60.00 

Liberty. .. 

40.14 

Ramseur    ..     .. 

61.07 

Randleman .. 

61.27 

Richmond  County 

42.77 

Ellerbe 

55.32 

Hamlet 

17.81 

Rockingham 

31.13 
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PERCENTAGE    OF    TOTAL   NUMBER    OF   WHITE    AND    COLORED 

OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT 

AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed 

Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Robeson  County . . 

6.59 

12.96 

.00 

3.12 

5.47 

9.09 

.00 

12.24 

8.70 

2.40 

2.75 

1.92 

.75 

.00 

1.24 

.60 

.00 

.04 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

2.42 

3.85 

4.08 

1.78 

.00 

.98 

.00 

5.97 

3.20 

3.37 

6.98 

4.35 

3.53 

6.85 

1.47 

8.33 

1.14 

.00 

.00 

.00 

1.76 

3.83 

.00 

.00 

2.41 

16.54 

7.61 

12.11 

6.28 

.00 

9.48 

6.02 

2.04 

1.72 

17.65 

5.98 

.90 

17.57 

1.52 

11.49 

23.15 

.00 

5.79 

10.16 

9.09 

2.63 

14.29 

13.04 

8.38 

3.67 

3.85 

2.31 

.00 

5.59 

1.79 

2.74 

.54 

.00 

3.70 

.53 

3.13 

5.00 

.00 

.00 

.09 

.00 

5.47 

3.85 

6.12 

4.73 

16.67 

1.96 

.00 

11.13 

8.72 

11.24 

20.93 

8.70 

7.82 

15.07 

5.90 

16.67 

3.76 

.00 

.00 

7.44 

2.59 

7.35 

.00 

.20 

3.61 

28.17 

12.50 

24.30 

17.04 

19.05 

16.74 

18.05 

5.30 

5.17 

26.47 

10.26 

4.04 

29.73 

7.58 

22.52 

31.94 

6.25 

11.58 

24.22 

45.45 

5.26 

34.69 

30.43 

20.96 

18.35 

8.65 

9.79 

10.24 

14.91 

8.81 

10.96 

1.86 

.71 

5.56 

2.67 

6.25 

5.00 

3.23 

.00 

.09 

.00 

14.54 

11.54 

14.29 

13.02 

16.67 

8.82 

11.01 

21.51 

25.00 

23.60 

41.86 

13.04 

22.12 

35.62 

29.79 

38.89 

11.91 

.66 

2.44 

18.18 

6.28 

16.75 

1.50 

5.84 

7.23 

48.37 

27.72 

40.00 

27.80 

28.57 

30.26 

36.09 

13.95 

10.34 

52.94 

14.53 

16.85 

31.08 

13.64 

30.86 
37.50 
12.50 
14.70 
28.13 
63.64 
5.26 
46.94 
52.17 
29.94 
25.69 
18.27 
19.72 
17.47 
21.74 
20.90 
23.29 
5.43 
5.71 
12.96 
11.76 
15.63 
10.00 
5.38 
1.98 
.18 
.35 
25.51 
23.08 
24.49 
23.37 
33.33 
15.20 
47.14 
29.81 
32.27 
31.46 
55.81 
19.57 
30.51 
45.21 
35.69 
44.44 
23.98 
1.97 
4.88 
29.75 
11.20 
26.15 
2.26 
15.29 
9.64 
65.29 
39.13 
52.19 
31.84 
42.86 
41.28 
42.86 
26.92 
25.86 
73.53 
24.79 
27.64 
37.84 
19.70 

43.35 

Fairmont  -.   . . . 

47.22 

Lumber  Bridge . 

56.25 

Lumberton. 

24.72 

Maxton 

39.06 

Orrum .  .  _     . .  _ 

100.00 

Parkton 

18.42 

Pembroke. .  . 

77.55 

Proctorville -  .  _  

69.57 

Red  Springs 

38.32 

Rowland .. 

31.19 

St.  Pauls 

31.73 

Rockingham  County .     

36.78 

Leaksville - .  .  

27.11 

Madison 

34.16 

Reidsville 

33.28 

Stoneville . 

36.99 

Rowan  County. .   

12.62 

China  Grove . 

17.86 

Cleveland.. 

16.67 

East  Spencer 

27.81 

Faith      

40.63 

Granite  Quarry 

20.00 

Landis 

21.51 

Rockwell . 

15.84 

Salisbury 

2.56 

Spencer .. 

.35 

Rutherford  County . 

43.49 

Bostic 

38.46 

Ellenboro . 

48.98 

Forest  City 

40.53 

Lake  Lure .  ..     

33.33 

Rutherfordton 

28.92 

Spindale .     .  _ 

71.37 

Sampson  County .  . 

42.88 

Clinton ..  .  

40.70 

Garland . 

59.55 

Roseboro. . 

79.07 

Salemburg. .  . 

34.78 

Scotland  County. .  . . 

39.18 

Gibson .  . 

47.95 

Laurinburg .  . 

44.25 

Wagram .  . 

50.00 

Stanly  County ..... 

41.50 

Albemarle..  .. 

6.56 

New  London .... 

29.27 

Norwood. . . 

40.50 

Stokes  County ... 

21.73 

Surry  County .  .  ..  . 

42.32 

Elkin 

10.53 

Mt.  Airy . 

29.98 

Pilot  Mountain.  .  . 

14.46 

Swain  County 

77.79 

Bryson  City. . 

55.98 

Transylvania  County.. . 

63.25 

Brevard . 

39.46 

Rosman.. 

57.14 

Tyrrell  County 

59.55 

Columbia . 

72.18 

Union  County.     . 

44.79 

Benton  Heights 

48.28 

Indian  Trail . 

88.24 

Marshville .  .  . 

38.46 

Monroe.     . 

34.38 

Waxhaw..  ..   . 

67.57 

Wingate 

36.36 

Classification  Amendment  Commission 

TABLE  V— Continued 


103 


PERCENTAGE    OF    TOTAL   NUMBER   OF   WHITE    AND    COLORED 

OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEADS  COMPLETELY  EXEMPT 

AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed 

Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Wake  County .  -  

.46 

3.41 

3.52 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.25 

.54 

.00 

.00 

8.15 

3.13 

6.67 

.00 

4.33 

2.08 

4.61 

3.70 

10.77 

4.21 

4.41 

1.57 

1.04 

.38 

4.55 

.00 

11.16 

1.58 

17.24 

3.10 

1.72 

8.82 

9.88 

4.45 

2.13 

.30 

7.79 

13.04 

6.25 

13.54 

10.10 

15.44 

6.40 

1.54 

4.55 

7.75 

.74 

2.47 

3.03 

.79 

1.09 

1.08 

.00 

16.04 

14.06 

18.89 

.65 

11.03 

12.50 

14.29 

16.67 

17.95 

7.37 

7.35 

3.53 

2.08 

2.60 

6.20 

.00 

19.92 

3.79 

20.69 

6.20 

3.87 

14.71 

19.19 

15.56 

14.89 

1.35 

13.17 

13.04 

18.75 

21.86 

19.19 

24.63 

11.20 

6.73 
13.64 
16.90 

5.93 
14.81 
12.12 

4.75 
10.33 

1.08 

9.59 
30.93 
42.19 
28.89 

2.61 
23.35 
25.00 
26.27 
42.59 
30.65 
16.84 
17.65 
12.39 

3.13 
14.42 
20.66 

2.22 
36.42 
11.99 
41.38 
11.63 
10.74 
32.35 
33.72 
17.78 
31.91 

9.19 
24.70 
21.74 
43.75 
46.88 
32.32 
41.40 
22.40 

12.74 
19.32 
23.24 
11.85 
30.86 
27.27 

9.85 
19.57 

2.15 
16.44 
41.74 
53.13 
35.56 

4.58 
33.89 
37.50 
39.17 
62.96 
41.99 
27.37 
24.02 
21.27 

8.33 
24.90 
27.27 
13.33 
50.32 
16.72 
51.72 
20.16 
20.38 
55.88 
45.93 
37.78 
37.23 
21.23 
34.91 
21.74 
53.13 
61.98 
44.44 
54.89 
32.80 

23.35 

Apex  _____________________ 

29.55 

Cary.         _       -       -.         ._  _ 

35.21 

Fuquay  Springs .     __  _  _ 

21.48 

Garner    _  .  _ .... 

48.15 

Holly  Springs. ..       ..     .     

48.48 

Raleigh.     . 

18.67 

Wake  Forest..   .. .. 

30.43 

Wendell 

6.45 

Zebulon    .. .  ..     .  .  ..  .. 

24.66 

Warren  County. . 

56.10 

Macon .  . .   . 

59.38 

Norlina .     .  .  .  .  .. 

43.33 

Warrenton ..     . 

8.50 

Washington  County .  .  .       

46.70 

Creswell .. ... 

62.50 

Plymouth ..     . .     

53.92 

Roper .  . ._ 

79.63 

Watauga  County . .  .  . 

56.44 

Blowing  Rock ._ 

44.21 

Boone _. .. 

29.41 

Wayne  County ..  . 

32.99 

Fremont 

15.63 

Goldsboro 

35.48 

Mt.  Olive 

37.19 

Pikeville     _  .  .  .  .  . 

35.56 

Wilkes  County      .  . . 

65.14 

North  Wilkesboro 

24.61 

Ronda      _  ..     .  .  _ 

72.41 

Wilkesboro ..  . 

44.19 

Wilson  County    .. 

33.27 

Black  Creek 

85.29 

Elm  City    

65.12 

Lucama . ..        _  . 

68.89 

Stantonsburg. .  ..  ..  

53.19 

Wilson.. .  .  .  .  .  . 

35.72 

Yadkin  County .. . .  . 

47.80 

Boonville ...      ... .. 

43.48 

East  Bend.. . 

75.00 

Jonesville .. . ...... 

83.33 

Yadkinville .     .  _     ..  . 

54.55 

Yancey  County 

67.64 

Burnsville .  . 

44.80 
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CHART  I. 

Percentage  of  Total  Owner-Occupied  Homes  Completely  Exempt, 
Counties  by  Rank  at  $1,000  Exemption 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 

(Burke,  Clay  and  Vance  Counties  Omitted) 
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Camden 

Davidson 

Randolph 

Union 

Northampton 

Beaufort 

Halifax 

Washington 

Chowan 

Henderson 

Yadkin 

Onslow 

Orange 

Davie 

Bertie 

Cumberland 

Alexander 

Haywood 

Columbus 

Montgomery 

Caldwell 

Alleghany 

Anson 

Warren 

Wafagua 

Hyde 

Moore 

Macon 

Tyrrell 

Jackson 

Polk 

Bladen 

Transylvania 

Pender 

Carteret 

Wilkes 

McDowell 

Avery 

Craven 

Yancey 

Madison 

Mitchell 

Cherokee 

Graham 

Swa/n 

Pamlico 

Brunswick 

Dare 

Ashe 


CHART  I. 

Percentage  of  Total  Owner-Occupied  Homes  Completely  Exempt, 
Counties  by  Rank  at  $1,000  Exemption 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 

(Burke,  Clay  and  Vance  Counties  Omitted) 
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Table  VI 

Explanatory  Comments: 

1.  Using  the  $200  exemption  level  as  an  example,  this  Table 
was  compiled  by:  (1)  ascertaining,  from  the  basic  data  pro- 
vided by  the  survey,  the  actual  tax  value  of  white  owner-occupied 
homes  in  a  unit  valued  at  $200  or  less;  (2)  multiplying  by  $200 
the  number  of  white  owner-occupied  homes  in  the  unit  valued 
at  more  than  $200;  (3)  adding  the  two  figures  and  dividing 
the  sum  by  the  total  tax  value  of  all  white  owner-occupied  homes 
in  the  unit. 

2.  The  distribution  of  counties,  as  to  the  percentage  of  the 
tax  valuation  of  white  owner-occupied  homes  exempt,  is  as  fol- 
lows: 


a  a.  ?S^io©io©io©io©ift©io"> 

Z!  ©©i-HN'NCOeOrJiTSlioiftOtD^ 

9JS  o^c>©io©i«©io©io©i*sojr 

$200     1  43  36  11  4101000000 

$300  0  10  35  30  11    6    3    0    1    1    0    0    0    0 

$500  0  0  5  16  29   22   11    6    3    3    0    0    2    0 

$700  0  0  0  4  10   18   23   17    8    8    3    4    0    2 

$1,000  0  0  0  0  1    5   12   10   22   16   11    8    6    6 

The  percentage  below  which  a  majority  of  counties  fall  is  11% 
at  $200,  16%  at  $300,  25%  at  $500,  34%  at  $700,  and  40%  at 
$1,000. 

3.  The  distribution  of  the  330  cities  and  towns  included  in  the 
Table,  as  to  the  percentage  of  the  tax  valuation  of  white  owner- 
occupied  homes  exempt,  is  as  follows : 


or,  ?bNu5oiooiaoiooiaoio  *o 

^«  ©^©^©lO©^©^©^©^©^ 

HA  lOiaTHr-lC^NCOCOTliTtlOlO^O 

$200   9  125  123  49  18  2  3  1  0  0  0  0  0  0 

$300   1  39  97  84  62  25  16  2  0  3  0  1  0  0 

$500     1  3  17  54  64  58  45  40  21  11  10  1  1  4 

$700   "    0  1  4  12  36  45  53  35  43  34  26  12  15  14 

$1,000  0  1  0  3  7  10  30  35  36  43  27  35  27  76 

The  percentage  below  which  the  majority  of  cities  and  towns 
fall  is  12%  at  $200,  17%  at  $300,  28%  at  $500,  38%  at  $700,  and 
51%  at  $1,000. 

4.  At  a  $200  exemption,  only  40%  of  all  cities  and  towns  show 
a  smaller  percentage  of  white  home  values  exempt  than  the  coun- 
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ties  in  which  they  are  located.  The  percentage  drops  to  39% 
at  $300  and  $500,  to  37%  at  $700,  and  to  35%  at  $1,000.  It  will 
be  noted  that  these  percentages  are  considerably  lower  than  the 
corresponding  percentages  given  in  connection  with  Table  III. 
Attention  was  there  called  to  the  fact  that  many  incorporated 
towns  have  proportionately  more  homes  than  rural  areas  valued 
at  from  $200  to  $1,000.  The  figures  in  this  Table  show  that 
many  towns  also  have  proportionately  more  homes  valued  at  little 
more  than  $1,000.  Here  again,  however,  the  smaller  towns,  which 
are  preponderant  in  number,  account  for  the  result.  The  average 
tax  value  of  all  urban  white  homesteads  is  greater  than  the  aver- 
age tax  value  of  all  rural  white  homesteads,  but  a  comparatively 
small  number  of  the  larger  towns  account  for  this.  The  following 
brief  table  illustrates  the  point : 


a 
o 

o  a 

>    O) 

$200     . 
$1,000 


Percentage  of   Towns   Having  a   Greater  Percentage  of  White 

Owner-Occupied  Home  Values  Exempt  Than  the  Counties 

In  Which  They  are  Located 
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33% 

23% 

34% 

49% 

77% 

11% 

42% 

31% 

34% 

55% 

83% 
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TABLE  VI 

PERCENTAGE   OF  WHITE   OWNER-OCCUPIED   HOMESTEAD  TAX 

VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Alamance  County . 

10.63 

8.12 

8.65 

13.98 

10.45 

14.57 

10.98 

12.65 

10.55 

10.76 

20.68 

11.94 

14.60 

12.66 

19.75 

17.64 

7.31 

36.44 

21.76 

21.03 

16.08 

12.96 

16.90 

13.59 

9.45 

14.86 

18.02 

15.24 

6.24 

6.56 

11.58 

10.11 

11.74 

14.56 

10.50 

11.70 

13.39 

6.89 

14.64 

8.52 

20.11 

13.98 

8.97 

5.98 

1.48 

10.05 

9.69 

10.49 

11.10 

7.18 

14.85 

8.49 

6.98 

12.78 

11.42 

8.38 

6.45 

9.60 

17.68 

10.51 

12.27 

15.21 

7.42 

9.79 

15.91 
12.18 
12.98 
20.87 
15.67 
21.61 
16.39 
18.49 
15.78 
16.04 
30.06 
17.91 
21.69 
18.99 
29.53 
26.29 
10.93 
47.74 
31.65 
29.60 
23.29 
19.29 
25.27 
19.90 
14.06 
22.15 
26.57 
22.57 
9.36 
9.84 
17.20 
15.17 
17.61 
21.84 
15.76 
17.53 
19.78 
10.34 
21.71 
12.78 
29.13 
20.89 
13.20 
8.95 
2.22 
15.07 
14.41 
15.56 
16.65 
10.77 
22.28 
12.72 
10.47 
19.17 
16.79 
12.47 
9.64 
14.22 
25.68 
15.66 
18.34 
22.74 
11.06 
14.38 

26.19 
20.26 
21.63 
33.78 
26.04 
34.75 
26.86 
28.90 
25.80 
26.01 
48.49 
29.60 
35.48 
31.65 
46.61 
41.98 
17.88 
63.00 
48.95 
44.30 
35.62 
31.35 
40.58 
30.43 
22.80 
35.49 
42.27 
35.67 
15.60 
16.33 
28.02 
25.10 
29.36 
36.22 
26.05 
28.95 
31.43 
17.23 
35.37 
21.31 
44.19 
34.06 
21.00 
14.84 
3.69 
25.02 
23.52 
25.17 
27.25 
17.92 
36.88 
21.13 
17.42 
31.95 
26.71 
20.42 
15.94 
22.91 
39.75 
25.35 
29.97 
36.76 
18.11 
22.79 

35.65 
28.24 
30.15 
44.94 
36.08 
46.13 
36.32 
37.75 
34.96 
34.81 
61.94 
40.88 
47.39 
43.74 
60.14 
55.12 
24.21 
72.47 
63.74 
55.17 
45.06 
41.93 
53.52 
38.85 
30.76 
46.46 
55.22 
46.92 
21.82 
22.35 
38.20 
34.71 
41.10 
49.75 
36.27 
39.93 
41.36 
23.55 
48.06 
29.47 
55.42 
45.96 
27.94 
20.59 
5.17 
34.52 
32.29 
33.81 
37.11 
24.91 
50.71 
29.22 
24.22 
43.73 
35.42 
27.94 
22.03 
30.63 
51.25 
34.31 
40.52 
49.50 
24.86 
30.80 

47.87 

Burlington.   _  _  . 

39.75 

Elon  College    .. .     ..  . 

42.67 

Graham . 

57.90 

Mebane .  . 

49.80 

Alexander  County 

59.85 

Taylorsville 

49.26 

Alleghany  County  .. 

48.61 

Sparta - 

46.68 

Anson  County  ___________________ 

45.71 

Ansonville - __ 

74.44 

Lilesville    _. 

55.96 

McFarlan 

60.17 

Morven. . 

59.19 

Peachland 

75.96 

Polkton 

69.44 

Wadesboro.  _  . ..  _ 

33.06 

Ashe  County.   _       ..  .  . 

81.36 

Jefferson .... 

80.01 

West  Jefferson  .....          .       ... 

66.67 

Avery  County  

55.43 

Banners  Elk 

54.99 

Elk  Park 

68.70 

Newland..  ..  .  .  . 

48.23 

Beaufort  County..  . ......       _. 

41.18 

Aurora..    . . .  . 

59.87 

Belhaven . .  . 

68.39 

Pantego..  .  _  .  .  . _. 

60.70 

Washington.     .  .  .  .  

31.00 

Washington  Park. .   . 

31.00 

Bertie  County.  ..  .  _  

51.72 

Aulander .  .  _ 

48.41 

Colerain .       .. 

57.33 

Kelford 

65.75 

Roxobel..    .......       .          

49.82 

Windsor .       . ._ 

54.94 

Bladen  County..  .---.          .     ... 

53.37 

Bladenboro. 

32.28 

Clarkton . 

63.89 

Elizabethtown  .  .     ... 

Brunswick  County .. ._ 

40.66 
66.97 

Southport 

Buncombe  County ...     .... 

60.59 
36.97 

Asheville  ._ . ..  .. 

Biltmore . 

28.85 
7.39 

Black  Mountain _ 

47.77 

Weaverville .         .  . 

Burke  County 

44.65 
44.60 

Glen  Alpine .       .  . 

Morganton.  . . .  .  _  . 

49.62 
34.77 

Valdese . .  . 

Cabarrus  County .  . 

64.45 
40.04 

Concord . .. 

33.52 

Mt.  Pleasant . 

Caldwell  County.. ... 

58.78 
46.17 

Granite  Falls. .  .  . 

38.19 

Lenoir     .. ..       . 

Camden  County.. 

30.56 
40.66 

Carteret  County..  _         .. 

63.80 

Beaufort  .  - .. .  .. 

Morehead  City 

46.29 
53.17 

Newport . 

Caswell  County __ 

64.39 
34.23 

Milton... .. 

42.11 
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TABLE  VI— Continued 

PERCENTAGE   OF  WHITE   OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEAD  TAX 

VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Catawba  County 

Catawba 

Claremont 

Conover 

Hickory 

Long  view 

Maiden 

Newton 

Chatham  County 

Goldston 

Pittsboro 

Siler  City 

Cherokee  County 

Andrews 

Marble 

Murphy 

Chowan  County 

Edenton 

Cleveland  County 

Grover 

Kings  Mountain. 

Lattimore 

Shelby 

Waco 

Columbus  County 

Cerro  Gordo 

Chadbourn 

Fair  Bluff 

Lake  Waccamaw 

Tabor  City 

Whiteville 

Craven  County 

Bridgeton 

Dover 

New  Bern 

Vanceboro 

Cumberland  County. 

Fayetteville 

•  Wade 

Currituck  County 

Dpre  County 

Manteo 

Davidson  County 

Denton 

Lexington 

Thomasville 

Davie  County 

Mocksville 

Duplin  County 

Beulaville 

Calypso 

Faison 

Kenansville 

Magnolia 

Rosehill 

Teacheys 

Wallace 

Warsaw 

Durham  County 

Durham 

Edgecombe  County. . 

Macclesfield 

Pinetops 

Tarboro 

Whitakers 


Assumed  Amount  op  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

8.49 

12.72 

21.11 

29.23 

40.46 

9.84 

14.77 

24.37 

33.84 

47.09 

12.86 

19.29 

32.16 

44.69 

61.58 

7.80 

11.71 

19.51 

27.30 

38.72 

6.33 

9.50 

15.83 

22.13 

31.37 

12.68 

19.01 

31.63 

43.87 

61.10 

12.51 

18.77 

31.27 

43.44 

59.87 

8.71 

13.07 

21.76 

30.28 

42.02 

10.87 

16.27 

26.91 

36.91 

50.03 

10.52 

15.79 

26.30 

36.48 

51.11 

7.16 

10.74 

17.90 

24.95 

35.23 

9.68 

14.51 

24.15 

33.31 

45.65 

18.58 

26.78 

40.22 

50.29 

61.58 

12.24 

18.23 

29.54 

39.65 

52.11 

15.81 

23.46 

37.62 

49.70 

65.18 

8.92 

13.26 

21.55 

28.98 

38.70 

7.18 

10.63 

17.44 

23.80 

32.47 

6.19 

9.27 

15.38 

21.42 

30.23 

8.49 

12.70 

20.92 

28.60 

38.92 

13.42 

20.13 

33.46 

45.64 

61.42 

11.26 

16.88 

27.87 

37.55 

49.72 

9.50 

14.25 

23.67 

32.29 

43.35 

8.87 

13.30 

22.13 

30.57 

41.89 

15.62 

23.42 

38.44 

52.50 

70.50 

12.18 

18.09 

29.22 

39.06 

51.42 

15.35 

22.89 

36.67 

48.41 

65.57 

10.19 

15.28 

25.33 

34.83 

47.21 

17.02 

25.26 

40.32 

53.79 

70.16 

4.22 

6.04 

9.53 

13.01 

17.89 

9.80 

14.66 

24.09 

32.73 

44.10 

9.42 

14.10 

23.31 

31.84 

43.82 

12.98 

19.08 

30.18 

39.57 

51.02 

33.01 

48.51 

74.39 

90.05 

98.34 

39.03 

55.15 

76.98 

88.19 

97.02 

7.67 

11.49 

19.07 

26.51 

37.12 

21.48 

31.94 

51.02 

65.07 

79.13 

10.22 

15.20 

24.48 

32.62 

43.01 

6.51 

9.77 

16.24 

22.65 

31.94 

14.77 

21.51 

34.09 

43.71 

56.00 

9.95 

14.68 

23.49 

31.46 

42.02 

29.67 

42.44 

62.56 

75.81 

86.53 

16.25 

24.38 

40.14 

54.71 

73.35 

11.25 

16.74 

27.07 

36.21 

47.51 

14.66 

21.92 

35.99 

48.08 

62.15 

9.62 

14.43 

23.76 

32.14 

42.87 

13.09 

19.64 

32.37 

43.73 

56.58 

10.83 

15.96 

25.28 

33.43 

43.61 

8.58 

12.81 

20.94 

28.74 

39.34 

10.41 

15.52 

25.44 

34.66 

46.94 

15.50 

23.25 

38.53 

52.15 

69.49 

15.03 

22.55 

37.58 

50.19 

66.02 

8.09 

12.11 

19.91 

27.45 

37.73 

9.47 

14.20 

23.67 

32.70 

45.41 

21.85 

32.26 

50.36 

63.84 

78.48 

13.99 

20.88 

34.65 

47.88 

65.87 

21.86 

32.79 

54.64 

73.95 

92.71 

11.49 

17.11 

27.77 

38.13 

52.94 

10.98 

16.48 

27.28 

37.93 

53.08 

5.41 

8.10 

13.47 

18.77 

26.51 

4.80 

7.20 

12.00 

16.78 

23.88 

6.79 

10.15 

16.82 

23.28 

32.37 

12.87 

19.31 

32.18 

44.30 

57.20 

12.41 

18.62 

31.00 

43.17 

60.03 

7.61 

11.39 

18.88 

26.09 

36.05 

12.08 

18.12 

29.72 

40.69 

56.74 
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TABLE  VI— Continued 


PERCENTAGE   OF  WHITE   OWNER-OCCUPIED   HOMESTEAD 
VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 
LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


TAX 


- 

Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Forsyth  County - ..  .  . 

7.37 
11.44 

5.64 

10.19 

20.51 

11.13 

7.48 

17.93 

7.50 

4.15 

12.22 

9.69 

11.76 

5.88 

7.86 

.6.51 

11.44 

8.91 

7.58 

21.82 

9.78 

7.92 

11.80 

6.24 

12.12 

13.57 

7.33 

11.83 

10.02 

14  94 

6.71 

12.00 

4.39 

6.47 

8.18 

8.37 

7.59 

14.62 

9.08 

10.07 

9.02 

6.11 

9.65 

16.00 

8.81 

9.95 

11.59 

11.22 

19.28 

14.81 

7.26 

10.48 

13.29 

5.36 

7.49 

9.58 

8.54 

11.93 

6.12 

7.75 

12.70 

9.53 

13.67 

12.06 

7.45 

15.01 

11.05 
17.13 

8.46 
15.16 
30.76 
16.47 
11.22 
26.61 
11.24 

6.22 
18.34 
14.53 
17.61 

8.81 
11.78 

9.77 
17.16 
13.25 
11.36 
30.89 
14.55 
11.86 
17.69 

9.36 
18.18 
20.36 
10.55 
17.75 
14.90 
22.41 
10.00 
17.86 

6.59 

9.70 
12.23 
12.52 
11.38 
21.93 
13.58 
15.10 
13.52 

9.16 
14.39 
23.97 
13.19 
14.82 
17.09 
16.72 
28.19 
21.90 
10.85 
15.50 
19.77 

8.02 
11.21 
14.37 
12.79 
17.90 

9.13 
11.60 
18.73 
14.25 
20.51 
18.08 
11.17 
22.52 

18.34 
27.97 
14.08 
24.65 
50.48 
26.78 
18.70 
42.58 
18.61 
10.36 
30.27 
24.15 
29.10 
14.63 
19.64 
16.27 
28.39 
21.62 
18.63 
45.40 
23.69 
19.64 
29.25 
15.61 
30.31 
33.23 
18.14 
29.58 
24.52 
36.99 
16.41 
29.20 
10.97 
16.12 
20.08 
20.61 
18.97 
36.25 
22.46 
25.09 
22.42 
15.21 
23.48 
39.12 
21.78 
24.40 
27.11 
27.32 
43.98 
34.38 
17.77 
24.65 
32.50 
13.32 
18.56 
23.84 
21.23 
29.70 
14.97 
19.24 
29.64 
23.43 
34.18 
30.08 
18.57 
37.53 

25.27 
38.10 
19.63 
33.43 
68.43 
36.05 
26.11 
55.33 
25.59 
14.46 
40.79 
33.24 
39.54 
20.23 
27.34 
22.64 
38.70 
29.49 
25.76 
56.13 
32.44 
27.16 
40.50 
21.81 
42.27 
45.75 
25.10 
40.65 
33.84 
50.87 
22.54 
39.94 
15.33 
22.45 
27.41 
28.32 
26.55 
49.41 
30.95 
34.84 
30.83 
21.22 
31.89 
52.33 
30.14 
33.64 
35.68 
36.90 
56.80 
44.17 
24.22 
32.57 
44.40 
18.54 
25.65 
33.23 
29.67 
40.55 
20.55 
26.34 
38.83 
32.11 
47.86 
41.76 
25.76 
52.25 

34.57 

Kernersville..     .  .  . 

50.86 

Winston-Salem 

27.59 

Franklin  County .  . 

45.00 

Bunn. -  .       _ 

86.72 

Franklinton . 

47.71 

Louisburg ......       .       .. 

36.98 

Youngsville .     ..       ...     

66.32 

Gaston  County..  ....      ....          

34.86 

Belmont .  .. 

20.30 

Bessemer  City .  .  .  

53.36 

Cherry  ville. 

44.94 

Dallas . 

52.88 

Gastonia    ___      ..     .. 

27.83 

Lowell..     .       .       .       ---._ 

37.80 

Mt.  Holly 

31.85 

Stanley.  ..      ...      .... 

52.31 

Gates  County. .    .           ... . 

40.25 

Gatesville..  ..      _.._._     .     

36.03 

Graham  County ..     ..     .... 

67.95 

Robbinsville .  . 

Granville  County .   . 

45.06 
37.60 

Creedmoor 

Oxford. .  .. 

Stem..   .  .       . . 

Stovall 

Greene  County 

55.42 
30.92 
59.24 
57.84 
34.95 

Hookerton ...        ..       ... .. 

Snow  Hill 

.  55.99 
47.05 

Walstonburg       ._ 

Guilford  County ... . .   . 

68.21 
31.03 

Gibsonville .  .  .  .. 

Greensboro. . 

High  Point 

53.62 
21.73 
31.49 

Halifax  County.. 

37.19 

Enfield 

.39.37 

Halifax. 

37.65 

Hobgood..         .       .. .     

64.21 

Littleton ._ .. 

42.93 

Roanoke  Rapids. .     ..... 

48.08 

Scotland  Neck .     ..... 

42.12 

Weldon . .     

Harnett  County ..  .  .   . 

30.07 
43.15 

Angier ..   ..   . 

Dunn .   .  

Lillington. ....... 

67.24 
41.55 
47.16 

Haywood  County .     .   . 

46.00 

Canton. ._ 

Clyde 

48.74 
72.60 

Hazel  wood..   .   

Waynesville 

55.01 
33.14 

Henderson  County. 

42.59 

East  Flat  Rock 

59.57 

Hendersonville...  

26.15 

Hertford  County..  . . 

35.69 

Ahoskie 

46.78 

Murfreesboro.  .   .. 

42.22 

Winton.   .         .   .. 

55.56 

Hoke  County  ..   

28.40 

Raeford              ..  .   . 

36.06 

Hyde  County  ...     ..  .. 

49.85 

Iredell  County...  .     .. . 

43.73 

Harmony .     . 

65.53 

Mooresville ..   .   . 

57.60 

Statesville .   .. 

35.59 

Troutman .. 

70.57 
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TABLE  VI— Continued 

PERCENTAGE   OF  WHITE   OWNER-OCCUPIED   HOMESTEAD   TAX 

VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Jackson  County 

Dillsboro 

Sylva 

Johnston  County 

Benson 

Clayton 

Four  Oaks 

Kenly 

Micro 

Pinelevel 

Princeton 

Selma 

Smithfield 

Jones  County 

Pollocksville 

Trenton 

Lee  County 

Jonesboro 

Sanford 

Lenoir  County 

Kinston 

LaGrange 

Pink  Hill 

Lincoln  County 

Lincolnton 

Macon  County 

Franklin 

Highlands 

Madison  County 

Hot  Springs 

Marshall 

Mars  Hill 

Martin  County 

Everetts 

Hamilton 

Jamesville 

Oak  City.. 

Robersonville... 
Williamston 

McDowell  County. . . 

Marion 

Nebo 

Old  Fort 

Mecklenburg  County 

Charlotte 

Cornelius 

Davidson 

Matthews 

Pineville 

Mitchell  County 

Spruce  Pine 

Montgomery  County 

Biscoe 

Candor 

Mount  Gilead.. 

Star 

Troy 

Moore  County 

Aberdeen 

Carthage 

Hemp 

Pinebluff 

Southern  Pines. . 
Vass 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


15.32 

8.30 

7.23 

9.32 

9.93 

7.22 

13.49 

14.55 

10.33 

10.85 

15.14 

11.96 

6.78 

9.54 

12.68 

10.51 

8.46 

11.45 

6.22 

6.54 

6.81 

10.00 

14.43 

8.79 

7.18 

15.18 

8.83 

9.12 

18.26 

15.67 

11.38 

17.10 

9.36 

11.79 

22.75 

18.49 

17.91 

11.55 

9.92 

14.72 

5.96 

21.90 

13.14 

6.40 

5.36 

18.06 

9.65 

13.94 

20.35 

19.39 

13.77 

14.52 

15.25 

8.80 

7.33 

15.54 

10.69 

10.87 

7.70 

9.55 

18.03 

12.18 

6.65 

12.05 


$300 


22.37 
12.29 
10.79 
13.96 
14.90 
10.84 
20.18 
21.72 
15.28 
16.15 
22.72 
17.90 
10.16 
14.26 
19.02 
15.76 
12.67 
17.18 
9.34 
9.79 
10.20 
15.00 
21.56 
13.10 
10.73 
22.16 
13.12 
13.65 
26.20 
23.17 
16.31 
25.28 
13.96 
17.69 
34.00 
27.52 
26.87 
17.26 
14.80 
21.48 
8.95 
32.25 
19.67 
9.58 
8.04 
27.04 
14.46 
20.91 
30.53 
27.84 
20.09 
21.50 
22.87 
13.20 
10.99 
23.31 
16.04 
16.04 
11.53 
14.30 
26.80 
18.19 
9.95 
17.94 


34.70 
20.20 
17.68 
23.02 
24.78 
18.04 
33.06 
35.77 
24.98 
26.71 
37.79 
29.45 
16.93 
23.45 
31.70 
26.27 
20.91 
28.64 
15.56 
16.19 
16.86 
24.99 
34.75 
21.39 
17.74 
34.38 
21.41 
22.31 
39.29 
36.52 
25.14 
40.44 
22.82 
29.18 
52.49 
44.98 
44.72 
28.40 
24.26 
33.36 
14.87 
51.58 
32.34 
15.85 
13.39 
44.63 
23.84 
34.26 
49.24 
41.98 
30.98 
34.45 
37.33 
22.00 
18.32 
38.51 
26.59 
25.66 
18.98 
23.39 
43.56 
29.94 
16.42 
29.28 


$700 


44.70 
27.27 
24.15 
31.59 
34.20 
25.13 
44.65 
47.94 
34.04 
36.76 
52.02 
40.11 
23.54 
31.89 
43.76 
36.32 
28.79 
39.16 
21.76 
22.38 
23.30 
34.90 
47.20 
29.17 
24.46 
44.20 
29.21 
29.81 
49.28 
47.21 
32.90 
53.71 
31.13 
39.84 
66.00 
60.32 
60.60 
38.93 
33.23 
43.01 
20.59 
66.97 
44.16 
21.95 
18.70 
60.38 
32.74 
47.02 
63.37 
52.78 
39.93 
45.79 
50.31 
30.64 
25.64 
53.06 
36.53 
34.30 
26.42 
32.04 
57.77 
40.94 
22.78 
40.35 


$1,000 


56.27 
37.43 
33.38 
43.30 
47.43 
35.33 
59.16 
62.59 
46.46 
49.42 
69.57 
54.09 
33.24 
43.22 
60.33 
49.46 
39.84 
53.99 
30.88 
31.08 
32.22 
49.15 
64.61 
39.73 
34.06 
55.54 
39.73 
39.69 
60.46 
59.50 
43.19 
69.94 
42.52 
53.86 
78.67 
77.74 
79.96 
53.20 
46.11 
54.08 
28.68 
82.40 
59.81 
30.55 
26.46 
76.89 
45.34 
63.58 
77.98 
64.44 
50.53 
59.43 
64.88 
42.65 
36.52 
70.57 
48.84 
45.20 
37.09 
43.24 
72.27 
55.46 
31.83 
55.11 
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TABLE  VI— Continued 

PERCENTAGE   OF  WHITE   OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEAD  TAX 

VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Nash  County 

Bailey 

Battleboro 

Middlesex 

Nashville 

Rocky  Mount 

Sharpsburg 

Spring  Hope 

New  Hanover  County 
Carolina  Beach.. 

Wilmington 

Wrightsville 

Northampton  County 

Conway 

Garysburg 

Jackson 

Margarettsville.. 

Rich  Square 

Seaboard 

Severn 

Woodland 

Onslow  County 

Jacksonville 

Richlands 

Swansboro 

Orange  County 

Carrboro 

Chapel  Hill 

Hillsboro 

Pamlico  County 

Oriental 

Pasquotank  County.  _ 
Elizabeth  City... 

Pender  County 

Atkinson 

Burgaw 

Perquimans  County.. 

Hertford 

Winfall 

Person  County 

Roxboro 

Pitt  County 

Ayden 

Bethel 

Farmville 

Fountain 

Greenville 

Grimesland 

Winterville 

Polk  County 

Columbus 

Saluda 

Tryon 

Randolph  County 

Asheboro 

Franklinville 

Liberty 

Ramseur 

Randleman 

Richmond  County 

Ellerbe 

Hamlet 

Rockingham 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

8.39 

12.55 

20.69 

28.49 

39.16 

15.43 

22.99 

38.11 

52.84 

70.60 

8.74 

13.10 

21.46 

29.80 

42.31 

21.60 

32.18 

52.91 

70.14 

86.91 

8.29 

12.43 

20.65 

28.85 

40.65 

6.92 

10.37 

17.22 

23.88 

33.59 

18.04 

27.06 

44.70 

60.85 

76.85 

11.66 

17.49 

28.90 

39.59 

54.03 

4.89 

7.07 

11.70 

16.20 

22.72 

10.27 

15.40 

25.35 

33.94 

45.17 

3.97 

5.96 

9.93 

13.89 

19.77 

7.57 

11.36 

18.26 

24.75 

34.49 

12.17 

18.19 

29.74 

40.34 

53.84 

14.62 

21.93 

36.33 

50.03 

67.51 

16.27 

24.40 

39.59 

52.09 

66.16 

11.66 

17.48 

29.14 

40.54 

56.12 

21.94 

33.24 

52.99 

71.15 

88.81 

14.18 

21.26 

35.44 

48.77 

63.93 

11.13 

16.70 

27.83 

38.59 

53.02 

14.02 

21.03 

35.04 

48.54 

67.51 

13.46 

20.20 

33.66 

46.79 

62.94 

11.65 

17.28 

27.88 

37.22 

49.21 

8.23 

12.34 

20.56 

28.79 

40.61 

11.31 

16.87 

27.72 

37.67 

51.39 

18.16 

26.73 

42.41 

54.66 

68.75 

10.21 

15.11 

24.40 

32.85 

43.86 

17.20 

25.34 

41.12 

55.82 

73.33 

5.01 

7.49 

12.38 

17.17 

24.10 

11.00 

16.37 

26.99 

37.21 

50.80 

21.91 

31.00 

45.96 

57.16 

68.98 

17.30 

25.68 

41.51 

55.32 

71.19 

7.62 

11.40 

18.87 

26.05 

35.92 

7.78 

11.66 

19.40 

26.94 

37.29 

12.00 

17.70 

28.23 

37.53 

49.15 

14.44 

21.55 

34.71 

45.88 

60.70 

9.07 

13.52 

22.35 

31.07 

43.76 

10.05 

14.99 

24.41 

33.24 

45.22 

8.71 

13.07 

21.70 

29.98 

41.72 

15.80 

23.70 

39.18 

52.18 

67.99 

9.40 

14.01 

22.86 

31.10 

42.33 

9.45 

14.05 

22.82 

30.96 

41.87 

6.10 

9.13 

15.13 

20.98 

29.38 

12.31 

18.41 

30.37 

41.62 

56.65 

10.26 

15.32 

25.30 

34.95 

49.02 

8.69 

13.04 

21.73 

30.30 

42.74 

10.96 

16.41 

27.11 

37.80 

53.48 

5.63 

8.45 

14.06 

19.60 

27.83 

15.44 

23.17 

38.61 

53.06 

69.04 

18.89 

28.02 

45.20 

58.75 

72.60 

14.15 

20.78 

32.70 

42.84 

54.87 

15.72 

23.38 

36.74 

49.31 

65.03 

14.71 

21.90 

35.46 

47.20 

61.14 

9.23 

13.83 

22.90 

31.45 

42.16 

11.75 

17.51 

28.41 

38.16 

50.51 

8.68 

13.01 

21.59 

29.96 

41.32 

20.71 

30.86 

49.23 

64.60 

82.21 

9.25 

13.86 

22.66 

30.73 

41.73 

13.50 

20.22 

33.49 

45.18 

58.06 

18.73 

27.99 

43.66 

55.80 

69.37 

7.60 

11.35 

18.64 

25.50 

33.66 

15.81 

23.58 

38.75 

52.13 

67.34 

7.26 

10.88 

18.10 

25.26 

35.88 

4.56 

6.84 

11.39 

15.92 

22.70 
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TABLE  VI— Continued 

PERCENTAGE   OF  WHITE   OWNER-OCCUPIED   HOMESTEAD   TAX 

VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  E 

KEMPTION 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Robeson  County - 

9.22 

9.88 

16.53 

6.63 

8.25 

31.77 

10.97 

22.29 

20.71 

9.21 

10.11 

9.82 

10.26 

8.32 

8.11 

7.58 

12.69 

6.28 

10.06 

7.43 

12.51 

13.73 

10.00 

11.94 

7.53 

4.73 

7.79 

11.94 

11.86 

16.07 

10.98 

5.07 

10.82 

19.92 

10.79 

9.43 

14.28 

21.12 

13.47 

5.56 

6.29 

6.62 

6.84 

12.33 

6.16 

15.26 

12.98 

8.64 

10.23 

5.80 

6.53 

7.18 

22.61 

13.63 

15.39 

8.66 

17.97 

15.65 

15.93 

13.80 

15.76 

33.10 

14.30 

10.34 

18.58 

14.38 

13.69 
14.72 
24.80 

9.91 
12.37 
46.82 
16.40 
32.24 
30.45 
13.82 
15.17 
14.73 
15.36 
12.48 
12.16 
11.35 
19.04 

9.42 
15.09 
11.14 
18.77 
20.59 
14.85 
17.91 
11.29 

7.10 
11.69 
17.81 
17.79 
24.02 
16.45 

7.60 
16.19 
29.88 
16.03 
14.10 
21.42 
30.99 
20.05 

8.33 

9.43 

9.92 
10.26 
18.47 

9.25 
22.89 
19.46 
12.92 
15.18 

8.70 

9.79 
10.78 
32.15 
20.31 
22.16 
12.97 
26.11 
23.07 
23.81 
20.59 
23.50 
47.18 
21.45 
15.48 
27.80 
21.49 

22.25 
24.27 
40.82 
16.42 
20.62 
71.74 
26.99 
50.04 
48.07 
22.95 
25.28 
24.23 
25.33 
20.79 
20.25 
18.85 
31.42 
15.67 
25.12 
18.56 
31.29 
33.73 
24.34 
29.66 
18.82 
11.83 
19.49 
29.07 
29.66 
39.07 
27.04 
11.83 
26.82 
49.04 
25.98 
23.33 
35.43 
46.97 
32.76 
13.74 
15.62 
16.49 
17.11 
30.43 
15.41 
38.16 
31.63 
21.29 
24.60 
14.51 
16.29 
17.96 
47.12 
32.24 
33.48 
21.21 
40.01 
36.73 
38.13 
33.59 
38.05 
68.95 
35.64 
25.49 
45.68 
35.30 

30.15 
33.57 
55.95 
22.80 
28.91 
87.96 
37.34 
63.21 
63.07 
31.72 
35.17 
33.27 
34.71 
29.08 
28.20 
26.15 
42.76 
21.82 
34.98 
25.95 
43.63 
46.13 
33.67 
41.12 
26.31 
16.56 
27.28 
39.29 
40.57 
52.91 
36.81 
15.84 
36.79 
64.32 
35.22 
32.39 
48.50 
58.31 
44.70 
18.89 
21.60 
22.76 
23.95 
41.45 
21.49 
53.02 
42.78 
29.30 
33.30 
20.24 
22.39 
25.00 
57.64 
42.30 
42.60 
29.16 
51.57 
48.67 
51.61 
45.28 
51.55 
84.05 
48.91 
34.93 
62.22 
48.22 

40.72 

Fairmont . .   .  . . 

45.97 

Lumber  Bridge 

72.59 

Lumberton.  ... ._---. 

31.90 

Maxton 

40.67 

Orrum    -  _  .  - 

100.00 

Parkton..  . .  ..     _.... _ 

52.57 

Pembroke - - 

75.37 

Proctorville 

80.31 

Red  Springs - 

44.21 

Rowland .. - 

49.56 

St.  Pauls 

45.57 

Rockingham  County .  . . 

46.89 

Leaksville.. __■___ 

41.12 

Madison .  .  .. 

39.99 

Reidsville ------ 

36.19 

Stoneville 

56.99 

Rowan  County 

30.64 

China  Grove - 

48.41 

Cleveland      -  .  -  

36.83 

East  Spencer.  ..  -     .  .  . 

61.19 

Faith  .       

61.18 

Granite  Quarry.  . 

46.36 

Landis. - 

56.76 

Rockwell  _. . .  .  . 

36.59 

Salisbury.. . . 

23.65 

Spencer 

38.97 

Rutherford  County . 

51.99 

Bostic.     -  -  -       -  -  . 

53.68 

Ellenboro.. .       ..       ___ 

68.81 

Forest  City ....       ..  ..     

49.25 

Lake  Lure ...       . .  . 

20.91 

Rutherfordton  ..       ....... 

50.29 

Spindale ..       .       

75.82 

Sampson  County    ..  . 

47.53 

Clinton ..       ....     ..  ... 

45.37 

Garland  ._    .. _.     ... 

64.71 

Roseboro. .  _     

70.26 

Salemburg ..       ... 

61.27 

Scotland  County..  ----- .  .  -  . 

26.01 

Gibson. .       _______ 

30.16 

Laurinburg . _       ... 

31.49 

Wagram 

33.89 

Stanly  County. .... 

55.11 

Albemarle      . . 

30.29 

New  London ... 

71.78 

Norwood  ._       ........     __ 

56.85 

Stokes  County . 

40.34 

Surry  County . ... 

44.02 

Elkin 

28.70 

Mt.  Airy.  ___________ 

30.56 

Pilot  Mountain.  ...        ...       

35.29 

Swain  County  .       . .  _  .  . 

68.39 

Brvson  City..  . 

54.33 

Transylvania  County..  .  .  . 

53.42 

Brevard . .       

40.35 

Rosman 

65.78 

Tyrrell  County . . . 

63.32 

Columbia 

69.35 

Union  County  .     ..  .  

59.48 

Benton  Heights    . .       

67.07 

Indian  Trail..            ._  . 

94.36 

Marshville . 

65.64 

Monroe..  ... 

48.14 

Waxhaw . 

80.84 

Wingate 

65.32 
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TABLE  VI— Continued 


PERCENTAGE   OF  WHITE   OWNER-OCCUPIED   HOMESTEAD 
VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 
LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


TAX 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Wake  County .  ._ 

5.31 

6.62 

8.65 

8.07 

11.23 

8.81 

3.51 

5.22 

9.72 

7.93 

9.47 

13.50 

12.36 

5.54 

9.54 

10.81 

9.36 

13.23 

13.33 

10.43 

10.03 

7.37 

8.49 

6.24 

10.07 

14.50 

17.33 

7.90 

20.18 

12.29 

8.17 

26.26 

13.83 

19.47 

15.47 

8.01 

12.16 

12.99 

23.48 

26.48 

12.18 

16.86 

9.72 

7.96 
9.93 
12.93 
12.10 
16.85 
13.21 
5.26 
7.83 
14.58 
11.90 
14.16 
20.13 
18.54 
8.31 
14.25 
16.21 
14.01 
19.65 
19.33 
15.44 
14.99 
11.02 
12.73 
9.35 
15.06 
21.75 
25.05 
11.78 
28.74 
18.40 
12.21 
38.77 
20.62 
28.71 
23.01 
12.02 
17.90 
18.94 
34.59 
38.84 
17.96 
24.08 
14.30 

13.20 
16.55 
21.27 
20.14 
27.66 
22.02 
8.77 
13.06 
24.29 
19.76 
23.22 
32.49 
30.91 
13.85 
23.37 
26.91 
23.30 
32.22 
29.95 
24.99 
24.50 
18.17 
21.22 
15.51 
25.02 
35.98 
38.21 
19.27 
43.34 
30.48 
20.16 
62.50 
33.98 
46.09 
36.55 
19.99 
28.46 
30.84 
52.23 
59.46 
28.43 
36.15 
22.66 

18.32 
23.16 
29.17 
27.94 
38.43 
30.60 
12.26 
18.27 
34.01 
27.14 
31.65 
44.06 
42.78 
19.39 
31.87 
36.73 
32.44 
43.95 
38.86 
33.32 
33.41 
24.97 
29.64 
21.57 
34.73 
49.32 
48.72 
26.40 
54.94 
41.97 
27.78 
78.08 
46.42 
61.10 
48.50 
27.80 
37.67 
42.11 
65.65 
73.73 
37.45 
45.57 
30.00 

25.65 

Apex  .  . 

32.98 

Cary  _     .       .     . 

40.05 

Fuquay  Springs ... 

39.01 

Garner  .      __     -     _  _.  _ 

53.68 

Holly  Springs...       .......... 

41.16 

Raleigh .  .         ...... 

17.43 

Wake  Forest.. 

25.91 

Wendell 

48.20 

Zebulon..  ._  _. 

37.67 

Warren  County..     .  ..  ..  . .  ._  . 

43.05 

Macon    .          ...        ... 

58.46 

Norlina .  .       .          

59.81 

Warrenton 

27.71 

Washington  County.  _ 

43.47 

Creswell .     . 

48.87 

Plymouth .... 

45.26 

Roper 

59.08 

Watauga  County .   . 

49.61 

Blowing  Rock .. 

43.79 

Boone 

45.86 

Wayne  County ..                     .   . 

34.39 

Fremont ... 

Goldsboro .               ... 

41.94 
30.29 

Mt.  Olive 

48.60 

Pikeville 

67.12 

Wilkes  County  . 

60.68 

North  Wilkesboro. 

36.47 

Ronda . 

Wilkesboro 

66.98 
57.72 

Wilson  County. ....     .  . 

38.11 

Black  Creek .         _.         . 

90.22 

Elm  City 

60.64 

Lucama .              ....... 

Stantonsburg.  .  .                    ... 

Wilson . 

Yadkin  County . .. 

76.87 
63.00 
38.53 
49.28 

Boonville .... 

East  Bend ..    ...  .  .  .     . 

57.94 
77.90 

Jonesville 

Yadkinville 

Yancey  County. . . 

86.76 
48.60 

55.88 

Burnsville .. 

39.46 
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Table  VII 

Explanatory  Comments : 

1.  Except  for  the  fact  that  this  Table  deals  with  colored  as 
distinguished  from  white  homes,  comment  1  under  Table  VI  ap- 
plies with  equal  force  here. 

2.  The  distribution  of  counties,  as  to  percentage  of  the  tax 
valuation  of  colored  owner-occupied  homes  exempt,  is  as  follows : 


oh,  oooooooooo 

J^t?  T3NCO-«tflO«©t-OOCiTH 

*  /S  oooooooooo 

MW  rHrH<NC<OTi<lOOfOOO 

$200  0  13  43  25  7  5  0  2  0  1 

$300  0  1  15  30  25  16  2  4  2  1 

$500  0  0  1  6  16  26  24  14  2  7 

$700  0  0  0  1  5  12  27  23  18  10 

$1,000  0  0  0  0  0  4  10  24  32  26 

The  percentage  below  which  the  majority  of  counties  range 
jumps  from  29%  at  $200  to  41%  at  $300  to  60%  at  $500  to  72% 
at  $700  to  83%  at  $1,000. 

3.  The  distribution  of  the  266  cities  and  towns  included  in 
the  Table,  as  to  percentage  of  the  tax  valuation  of  colored  owner- 
occupied  homes  exempt,  is  as  follows : 
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15 

37 
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The  percentage  below  which  the  majority  of  cities  and  towns 
range  jumps  from  39%  at  $200  to  55%  at  $300  to  79%  at  $500 
to  90%  at  $700.  At  $1,000  the  overwhelming  majority  show  a 
percentage  greater  than  95%. 

4.  In  view  of  the  fact  brought  out  in  the  last  paragraph,  it  is 
to  be  expected  that  most  cities  and  towns  will  show  a  higher  per- 
centage of  colored  home  values  exempt  than  the  counties  in 
which  they  are  located.  In  fact,  the  percentage  showing  a  lower 
figure  is  but  23%  at  $200,  18%  at  $300,  15%  at  $500,  and  12% 
at  $700  and  $1,000.    The  average  tax  value  of  all  urban  colored 
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homesteads  is  somewhat  more  than  the  average  tax  value  of  all 
rural  colored  homesteads,  but  a  comparatively  small  number  of 
towns  account  for  this.  The  situation  by  population  groups  is  as 
follows : 


Percentage  of  Towns   Having  a  Higher  Percentage  of  Colored 

Owner-Occupied  Home  Values  Exempt  Than  the 

Counties  in  Which  They  are  Located 
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$1,000  

22% 

75% 

69% 

83% 

84% 

95% 
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TABLE  VII 

PERCENTAGE  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEAD  TAX 

VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  op  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Alamance  County 

23.87 
23.54 

No  Colored 
37.40 
35.90 
28.85 
53.91 
39.19 

No  Colored 
32.30 
54.12 
27.68 
76.05 
64.08 
100.00 
55.04 
42.95 
90.90 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 
28.47 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 
30.77 

No  Colored 
52.81 

No  Colored 
24.98 

No  Colored 
29.80 
51.95 

No  Colored 
48.53 
81.63 
46.39 
34.01 
36.76 

No  Colored 
27.00 
43.44 
50.07 
14.22 
14.22 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 
28.66 

No  Colored 
23.11 

No  Colored 
27.16 
29.08 
42.66 
38.43 

No  Colored 
31.50 
20.35 
34.09 
32.20 
33.39 
53.90 
18.76 
64.05 

34.92 
35.19 

54.58 
53.85 
40.05 

72.22 
54.23 

45.04 
75.53 
41.52 

100.00 
82.23 

100.00 
68.37 
59.38 
99.11 

39.21 

43.00 

70.12 
37.09 

41.00 

70.78 

72.79 
100.00 
63.04 
47.00 
52.25 

38.54 
59.69 
68.11 
21.22 
21.22 

40.63 

33.93 

39.92 
42.82 
60.80 
53.04 

45.44 
29.13 
49.30 
47.52 
49.79 
77.52 
27.13 
79.78 

53.00 

57.49 

79.20 
80.13 
57.12 
96.21 
72.69 

61.41 
93.14 
57.99 

100.00 
96.11 

100.00 
90.39 
76.71 

100.00 

53.40 

60.17 

86.96 

57.69 

57.76 
96.75 

95.15 

100.00 

82.23 

65.39 

73.48 

55.84 
79.65 
87.09 
34.68 
34.68 

60.00 

53.40 

61.62 
66.09 
85.26 
73.99 

69.99 
43.55 
72.46 
72.46 
74.99 
95.84 
41.67 
93.71 

65.74 
75.09 

92.35 
89.74 
67.28 
100.00 
83.00 

71.31 

98.35 

71.83 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

99.36 

83.71 

100.00 

62.37 

70.89 

92.31 

72.25 

69.35 
100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

91.04 

76.64 

85.30 

67.74 
88.88 
95.19 
46.35 
46.35 

73.65 

68.21 

76.24 
80.92 
96.22 
84.12 

79.75 
54.15 
85.73 
86.19 
90.06 
100.00 
53.72 
97.33 

77.76 

Burlington 

87.88 

Elon  College 

Graham 

98.54 

Mebane 

96.79 

Alexander  County 

77.49 

Taylorsville  

100.00 

Alleghany  County .  . 

91.36 

Sparta 

Anson  County . 

80.05 

Ansonville 

100.00 

Lilesville* 

92.60 

McFarlan* 

100.00 

Morven      

100.00 

Peachland* 

100.00 

Polkton 

100.00 

Wadesboro 

88.84 

Ashe  County -  _ 

100.00 

Jefferson _ .           .  . 

West  Jefferson 

Avery  County _________■_. .   . 

71.10 

Banners  Elk 

Elk  Park 

Newland      . 

Beaufort  County  ..-._ _  _  _ 

81.07 

Aurora _  _         ..  

Belhaven 

95.91 

Pantego             .  . 

Washington..       _ 

86.79 

Washington  Park..   

Bertie  County  .  _       .       ... 

80.46 

Aulander* .       .     

100.00 

Colerain 

Kelford* 

100.00 

Roxobel*.. . .. 

100.00 

Windsor 

Bladen  County  ..       ...          ...  

Bladenboro ... 

Clarkton 

Elizabethtown 

Brunswick  County.. . .. 

97.07 
86.59 
94.88 

78.37 
94.45 

Southport  .... 

Buncombe  County.     .  

98.85 
60.22 

Asheville ..     . 

Biltmore.  .                     ... 

Black  Mountain 

60.22 

Weaverville.    ....       

Burke  County 

85.95 

Glen  Alpine 

Morganton.       .     .... 

82.97 

Valdese ._  ...     .... 

Cabarrus  County ..    

86.94 

Concord 

Mt.  Pleasant  .. 

Caldwell  County ... 

91.44 

100.00 

90.86 

Granite  Falls ....._       

Lenoir ...... 

Camden  County 

87.55 
65.40 

Carteret  County 

94.09 

Beaufort .  . 

Morehead  City 

95.45 
96.98 

Newport* 

Caswell  County 

100.00 
67.31 

Milton    

100.00 

*10  owner-occupied  colored  homes  or  less. 
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TABLE  VII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEAD  TAX 

VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Catawba  County 

24.84 
33.89 

No  Colored 
36.70 
22.02 
26.42 
56.63 
23.76 
24.60 

No  Colored 
22.73 
22.92 
72.88 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 
65.04 
23.87 
19.52 
23.72 

No  Colored 
37.32 
35.52 
31.81 
100.00 
29.11 
33.33 
41.32 
39.79 
59.70 
54.94 
33.02 
45.16 
96.08 
58.88 
44.77 
45.98 
28.16 
27.95 
51.91 
23.18 
53.81 

No  Colored 
31.49 

No  Colored 
30.70 
30.76 
35.89 
34.04 
26.37 
93.24 
24.22 
40.75 
35.48 
48.34 
44.05 
32.43 
41.27 
23.52 
11.58 
11.05 
24.26 
75.54 
22.58 
35.94 
41.64 

36.59 

47.78 

54.83 
32.97 
39.63 
78.60 
35.47 
36.22 

34.09 
34.07 

88.58 

83.74 
34.52 
29.14 
34.89 

54.34 
53.29 
47.57 

100.00 
41.89 
50.00 
57.57 
57.60 
89.55 
74.29 
47.71 
59.61 

100.00 
72.08 
60.77 
68.97 
40.40 
40.83 
72.54 
33.04 
70.99 

45.95 

45.09 
46.14 
48.52 
48.91 
37.87 
100.00 
36.33 
60.78 
51.39 
69.52 
62.78 
47.88 
61.86 
35.28 
17.36 
16.58 
35.17 
96.79 
33.04 
51.66 
59.10 

57.01 
68.11 

81.29 
53.34 
66.05 
98.78 
57.35 
55.55 

48.86 
49.25 
99.11 

100.00 
52.47 
46.36 
53.93 

80.14 
88.81 
74.66 

100.00 
60.43 
83.33 
76.92 
83.51 

100.00 
88.46 
71.48 
75.91 

100.00 
87.69 
76.96 

100.00 
57.73 
58.99 
95.90 
48.86 
91.17 

68.51 

67.17 
72.63 
65.55 
70.99 
55.31 

100.00 
56.23 
92.36 
73.21 
91.87 
84.29 
63.32 

100.00 
57.03 
28.74 
27.56 
53.93 

100.00 
51.93 
76.63 
79.58 

71.79 
85.60 

93.06 
68.35 
87.49 
100.00 
76.23 
69.07 

60.23 

57.75 

100.00 

100.00 
65.97 
61.15 
66.94 

92.63 

100.00 
90.87 

100.00 
72.36 

100.00 
86.10 
93.55 

100.00 
93.99 
83.73 
84.39 

100.00 
98.22 
84.69 

100.00 
68.64 
69.76 

100.00 
61.26 
98.36 

82.36 

80.92 
88.35 
75.44 
84.57 
66.99 

100.00 
71.11 

100.00 
77.36 
94.08 
97.14 
78.76 

100.00 
73.50 
39.55 
38.23 
66.68 

100.00 
67.43 
89.69 
90.56 

85  02 

Catawba* 

100.00 

Claremont  

Conover 

98.89 

Hickory. 

83.10 

Long  view* 

100.00 

Maiden* 

100.00 

Newton 

91.18 

Chatham  County. 

81  98 

Goldston 

Pi  ttsboro* 

77.27 

SilerCity 

64  00 

Cherokee  County  

100  00 

Andrews 

Marble 

Murphy* 

100.00 

Chowan  County 

79  90 

Eden  ton 

77.85 

Cleveland  County.. 

77  56 

Grover _ 

Kings  Mountain 

98.63 

Lattimore* 

100.00 

Shelby 

98.69 

Waco* 

100.00 

Columbus  County      

82.69 

Cerro  Gordo* 

100.00 

Chadbourn.. 

94.98 

Fair  Bluff 

98.08 

Lake  Waccamaw* 

100.00 

Tabor  City. 

100.00 

Whiteville 

92.78 

Craven  County 

91.15 

Bridgeton*.. 

100.00 

Dover 

100.00 

New  Bern ..  

90.49 

Vanceboro*... __ 

100.00 

Cumberland  County.  .  .  

79.04 

Fayetteville ... _ 

79.77 

Wade* 

100.00 

Currituck  County ... . 

75.30 

Dare  County.. . 

100.00 

Manteo.     ..  .. . 

Davidson  County  . 

91.88 

Denton.     ..  ..     . 

Lexington . 

91.50 

Thomasville 

96.37 

Davie  County 

84.38 

Mocksville..       . 

91.91 

Duplin  County . 

78.41 

Beaulaville* . 

100.00 

Calypso* 

87.46 

Faison* 

100.00 

Kenansville 

89.89 

Magnolia 

97.40 

Rosehill 

100.00 

Teacheys*. 

100.00 

Wallace* 

100.00 

Warsaw 

88.69 

Durham  County..  .  .  

53.85 

Durham ._ ._ 

52.54 

Edgecombe  County . 

76.70 

Macclesfield*.       

100.00 

Pinetops 

77.07 

Tarboro 

96.41 

Whi  takers 

96.94 

40  owner-occupied  colored  homes  or  less. 
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TABLE  VII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEAD  TAX 

VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed 

Amount  of  E 

XEMPTION 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Forsyth  County ..  

18.52 
33.44 
17.16 
19.13 
27.86 
21.96 
38.57 
66.39 
28.38 
22.73 
43.89 
40.91 
24.04 
29.49 
32.15 
29.53 
44.44 
23.08 
No  Colored 
No  Colored 
No  Colored 
22.60 
46.07 
22.83 
49.08 
38.58 
18.78 
38.12 
56.17 
No  Colored 
18.20 
45.53 
15.29 
16.15 
21.05 
24.04 
36.25 
51.98 
33.40 
No  Colored 
33.32 
23.13 
27.91 
41.54 
40.11 
59.65 
32.13 
66.67 
No  Colored 
No  Colored 
29.53 
26.61 
23.99 
23.45 
14.77 
29.42 
38.41 
26.68 
17.70 
66.70 
44.89 

27.73 
49.27 
25.70 
27.56 
34.82 
31.74 
54.05 
83.75 
41.61 
33.72 
61.36 
59.53 
35.59 
43.83 
45.02 
43.60 
66.67 
33.03 

33.08 
65.66 
33.97 
73.01 
52.34 
26.96 
54.29 
71.40 

26.55 
60.65 
22.83 
24.15 
30.53 
35.22 
53.36 
66.76 
46.99 

47.80 
34.53 
39.72 
57.18 
56.91 
77.48 
46.70 
100.00 

42.88 
38.40 
35.38 
34.62 
21.62 
43.17 
55.30 
37.93 
25.01 
83.60 
57.00 

44.69 
71.47 
42.02 
41.27 
48.75 
47.40 
72.39 
96.08 
62.34 
54.82 
86.29 
86.98 
54.03 
66.37 
69.13 
67.34 
88.89 
49.66 

50.55 
82.78 
53.96 
97.55 
67.09 
41.51 
77.45 
87.15 

41.58 
78.95 
37.29 
39.88 
46.09 
53.64 
78.13 
78.64 
66.03 

69.11 
55.74 
57.89 
82.43 
80.26 
93.07 
69.34 
100.00 

65.56 
58.34 
53.82 
54.64 
33.65 
65.28 
77.48 
56.34 
37.17 
99.08 
72.87 

58.58 
86.06 
56.02 
51.89 
62.67 
55.77 
81.79 

100.00 
74.98 
72.18 
94.87 
97.00 
68.05 
79.26 
77.81 
83.85 

100.00 
61.98 

63.32 
89.24 
68.43 
100.00 
74.47 
54.39 
90.23 
95.55 

54.46 
90.85 
50.37 
53.89 
57.40 
66.86 
95.17 
84.92 
77.27 

80.78 
70.55 
69.84 
95.24 
92.63 
98.27 
83.53 
100.00 

81.21 
71.77 
67.62 
68.24 
43.56 
78.07 
87.42 
70.47 
47.19 
100.00 
81.93 

72.86 

Kernersville ....       ... 

98.68 

Winston-Salem 

70.84 

Franklin  County .  . 

64.31 

Bunn* .  _     ... 

83.57 

Franklinton* 

65.56 

Louisburg ...      __      __  _.     

90.10 

Youngsville 

100.00 

Gaston  County 

85.70 

Belmont _ 

85.84 

Bessemer  City 

99.88 

Cherry ville 

100.00 

Dallas _  .  .  .  

77.22 

Gastonia 

89.53 

Lowell* . 

87.46 

Mt.  Holly 

95.68 

Stanlev* . 

100.00 

Gates  County 

74.98 

Gatesville ... 

Graham  County .  

Robbinsville ..     . 

Granville  County ..  ..          ._ 

76.04 

Creedmoor 

95.69 

Oxford 

79.55 

Stem* 

100.00 

Stovall* 

82.98 

Greene  County .       

69.86 

Hookerton .  

98.40 

Snow  Hill 

100.00 

Walstonburg. 

Guilford  County .       

69.09 

Gibsonville 

99.74 

Greensboro .     

66.05 

High  Point 

69.38 

Halifax  County 

69.07 

Enfield 

81.37 

Halifax _. 

100.00 

Hobgood... _     

93.76 

Littleton .       

87.58 

Roanoke  Rapids 

Scotland  Neck . .  . 

91.40 

Weldon. 

82.01 

Harnett  County 

80.43 

Angier. .  _ 

100.00 

Dunn. .  .  

97.55 

Lillington..  ... . . 

100.00 

Haywood  County  _.  ..     .. 

93.99 

Canton* 

100.00 

Clyde 

Hazelwood ...       ...     

Waynesville .       

92.90 

Henderson  County  ..  _ 

84.30 

East  Flat  Rock .  . 

82.01 

Hendersonville . 

Hertford  County ...  . 

81.94 
55.48 

Ahoskie 

91.30 

Murfreesboro .  . . 

Winton ...  ... 

Hoke  County 

93.71 
83.16 
58.09 

Raeford 

Hyde  County. 1 

*10  owner-occupied  colored  homes  or  less. 
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90.45 

120 


Report  of  the  North  Carolina 


TABLE  VII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEAD  TAX 

VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Iredell  County 

31.19 
12.31 
39.59 
24.29 

No  Colored 
34.83 
27.78 
53.55 
20.49 
56.73 
34.15 
37.66 
42.27 
39.05 
76.92 
60.61 
34.63 
22.01 
22.97 
37.66 
40.38 
30.60 
54.81 
27.51 
27.95 
31.69 
51.72 
88.00 
33.42 
36.88 
38.35 
32.72 

No  Colored 
48.14 
42.52 

No  Colored 

100.00 

25.02 

No  Colored 
61.12 
48.58 
35.75 
39.38 
40.86 
38.01 
32.43 

No  Colored 
36.00 
20.21 
18.84 
100.00 
33.03 

No  Colored 
29.29 
54.19 

No  Colored 
36.81 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 
39.68 

No  Colored 
33.99 

44.74 
18.46 
57.46 
36.38 

48.30 
41.67 
70.15 
29.93 
75.84 
50.18 
55.70 
59.13 
49.89 

100.00 
78.99 
49.38 
32.94 
32.90 
55.23 
58.69 
43.33 
75.11 
40.47 
39.89 
45.69 
71.38 

100.00 
46.87 
52.15 
53.03 
49.08 

62.96 
58.95 

100.00 
35.94 

80.00 
70.93 
52.73 
56.37 
59.61 
54.32 
48.65 

51.00 
29.77 
28.12 
100.00 
46.14 

38.81 
67.51 

52.91 

52.94 
50.09 

65.78 
30.77 
79.51 
58.29 

68.37 
69.44 
87.77 
45.68 
96.56 
70.31 
70.20 
85.13 
71.58 

100.00 
94.09 
71.30 
51.88 
48.05 
79.08 
79.34 
61.95 
94.93 
60.55 
57.00 
66.07 
92.58 

100.00 
66.90 
74.60 
69.84 
76.48 

83.89 
82.14 

100.00 
51.12 

95.51 
89.94 
77.17 
76.92 
81.18 
78.38 
70.27 

77.50 
47.33 
45.76 
100.00 
69.49 

57.86 
94.14 

74.19 

69.56 
75.63 

79.12 
38.46 

88.62 
74.58 

81.14 
97.22 
95.51 
57.78 

100.00 
81.69 
79.61 
95.36 
93.28 

100.00 
99.23 
83.56 
65.59 
57.66 
87.45 
88.73 
73.69 

100.00 
73.83 
67.54 
77.99 
98.23 

100.00 
79.64 
87.67 
82.04 
92.84 

98.43 
98.26 

100.00 

60.97 

99.10 
96.44 
85.52 
88.72 
89.59 
91.13 
81.08 

92.50 
61.50 
60.48 
100.00 
79.17 

70.95 
100.00 

84.15 

77.74 
88.73 

88.92 

Harmony* ...  

47.69 

Mooresville _. 

95.21 

Statesville _        .___ 

87.62 

Troutman . 

Jackson  County. 

91.88 

Dillsboro* _  

100.00 

Sylva _          

100.00 

Johnston  County 

70.39 

Benson* ..  ._  _ 

100.00 

Clayton*  .. 

97.69 

Four  Oaks* _ 

93.74 

Kenly ...         . 

100.00 

Micro*.    ._     

100.00 

Pinelevel* 

100.00 

Princeton ._ 

100.00 

Selma  . . 

92.25 

Smithfield 

79.05 

Jones  County... _  

69.50 

Pollocksville _ 

94.98 

Trenton    .     ... .._..... 

100.00 

Lee  County .  . 

83.42 

Jonesboro      

100.00 

Sanford . 

84.27 

Lenoir  County 

76.91 

Kinston. 

86.98 

LaGrange 

100.00 

Pink  Hill* 

100.00 

Lincoln  County 

89.81 

Lincolnton 

95.30 

Macon  County 

96.03 

Franklin* 

100.00 

Highlands      .  .     ..     _. 

Madison  County* 

100.00 

Hot  Springs* 

100.00 

Marshall 

Mars  Hill* 

100.00 

Martin  County . 

70.59 

Everetts..   

Hamilton .  _          . 

100.00 

Jamesville . 

99.62 

Oak  City 

88.83 

Robersonville .  . 

Williamston 

96.70 
94.25 

McDowell  County 

98.28 

Marion* 

97.30 

Nebo 

Old  Fort 

100.00 

Mecklenburg  County 

75.73 

Charlotte 

75.17 

Cornelius* . 

Davidson 

Matthews ...... 

Pineville*. 

Mitchell  County* . 

100.00 
90.62 

85.24 
100.00 

Spruce  Pine 

Montgomery  County . 

91.64 

Biscoe 

Candor .  .. 

Mount  Qilead 

83.57 

Star 

Troy 

99.11 

*10  owner-occupied  colored  homes  or  less. 
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TABLE  VII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEAD  TAX 

VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  E 

XEMPTION 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Moore  County .  

43.01 
52.91 
36.73 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 
56.29 
60.88 
22.02 
58.68 
45.72 
60.77 
26.11 
28.10 

No  Colored 
46.73 
16.50 

No  Colored 
14.33 

No  Colored 
24.62 
65.27 
36.18 
37.95 

No  Colored 
54.52 
24.12 
87.45 
53.56 
36.64 
50.12 
71.11 

No  Colored 
28.98 
26.88 
23.04 
37.73 
47.37 

No  Colored 
26.42 
25.69 
38.67 
50.51 
37.02 
25.24 
24.79 
41.27 
21.71 
33.81 
24.13 
60.98 
37.09 
38.23 
61.70 
29.15 
36.85 
65.11 
37.56 
100.00 
34.53 
45.43 

57.43 
67.86 
52.04 

72.11 

77.78 
32.36 
79.34 
63.95 
77.00 
38.64 
41.21 

67.24 
24.53 

21.48 

35.39 
80.66 
52.56 
56.81 

70.84 
33.19 
100.00 
71.11 
51.03 
68.53 
92.20 

40.37 
38.72 
33.89 
51.77 
59.39 

38.42 
38.22 
52.17 
71.21 
52.35 
36.29 
36.85 
59.19 
31.80 
49.67 
34.77 
79.19 
54.56 
55.93 
78.72 
42.46 
53.40 
85.01 
53.50 
100.00 
49.64 
65.08 

74.70 
81.60 
77.55 

83.52 
93.76 
49.63 
100.00 
83.51 
97.04 
55.23 
64.13 

87.54 
39.68 

35.58 

52.51 
95.60 
74.05 
84.30 

85.36 
50.92 

100.00 
86.48 
69.39 
87.46 

100.00 

57.64 
58.24 
52.07 
69.64 
73.80 

57.44 
59.55 
69.83 
96.46 
73.90 
54.57 
58.40 
85.49 
49.03 
74.90 
50.97 
92.80 
80.45 
79.09 

100.00 
64.45 
75.79 
97.54 
76.27 

100.00 
74.10 
90.25 

84.06 
90.47 
87.07 

86.85 
98.54 
61.97 

100.00 
95.31 

100.00 
62.06 
79.27 

98.27 
52.46 

48.44 

65.36 
100.00 

85.88 
95.00 

93.59 
68.26 

100.00 
94.30 
79.79 
93.73 

100.00 

69.73 
73.55 
65.03 
82.08 
81.65 

70.12 
73.94 
80.04 

100.00 
85.67 
68.69 
75.17 
97.94 
61.14 
87.78 
61.66 
96.85 
93.11 
89.44 

100.00 
78.67 
89.42 
99.51 
86.29 

100.00 
88.49 
97.14 

90.85 

Aberdeen _.              . 

95.79 

Carthage _     _.     

93.88 

Hemp _.  . . 

Pinebluff 

Southern  Pines .  .  ._ 

89.28 

Vass . 

100.00 

Nash  County 

73.72 

Bailey* 

100.00 

Battleboro . . 

100.00 

Middlesex .                     .  .. 

100.00 

Nashville  ,_ 

69.89 

Rocky  Mount .  . 

89.72 

Sharpsburg 

Spring  Hope 

100.00 

New  Hanover  County 

66.80 

Carolina  Beach _      _        _. 

Wilmington 

63.75 

Wrightsville.  _ .       _____ 

Northampton  County     .           ._ 

78.72 

Conway* 

100.00 

Garysburg ..___. 

96.19 

Jackson _.  

100.00 

Margarettsville 

Rich  Square 

98.32 

Seaboard .  __  _. 

85.22 

Severn* .       _ 

100.00 

Woodland.. 

98.72 

Onslow  County ... . 

88.45 

Jacksonville ..     

96.08 

Richlands 

100.00 

Swansboro.      

Orange  County .         _. 

80.72 

Carrboro 

86.14 

Chapel  Hill.... 

76.81 

Hillsboro ....     

94.78 

Pamlico  County .     .  

87.38 

Oriental 

Pasquotank  County . 

81.12 

Elizabeth  City 

85.20 

Pender  County 

87.83 

Atkinson* .  . 

100.00 

Burgaw  _  

93.79 

Perquimans  County...     . .     

83.13 

Hertford . 

91.26 

Winfall 

100.00 

Person  County . 

73.28 

Roxboro 

96.08 

Pitt  County _  ... 

72.36 

Ayden 

98.95 

Bethel 

98.25 

Farmville 

94.93 

Fountain*. 

100.00 

Greenville . 

91.29 

Grimesland 

98.62 

Winterville.  

100.00 

Polk  County 

92.67 

Columbus* 

100.00 

Saluda 

100.00 

Tryon 

99.23 

*10  owner-occupied  colored  homes  or  less. 
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TABLE  VII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEAD  TAX 

VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Randolph  County 

30.82 

33.92 

No  Colored 

32.84 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

29.95 

53.20 

24.13 

33.08 

29.05 

45.39 

No  Colored 

37.63 

33.17 

63.49 

24.69 

32.97 

36.70 

41.11 

37.45 

36.04 

26.25 

32.65 

30.57 

26.70 

32.98 

13.73 

No  Colored 

24.59 

18.38 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

10.39 

30.35 

27.32 

100.00 

23.46 

43.71 

No  Colored 

30.45 

55.56 

29.99 

37.87 

59.53 

49.35 

75.00 

26.41 

51.74 

37.15 

47.98 

38.99 

No  Colored 

No  Colored 

55.42 

16.33 

29.57 

23.08 

22.71 

56.85 

72.59 

72.59 

43.72 
48.88 

46.94 

42.85 
67.34 
35.82 
47.82 
40.72 
58.79 

52.08 
47.57 
95.24 
37.04 
49.45 
51.99 
58.91 
54.47 
50.72 
38.72 
48.97 
44.77 
39.61 
48.17 
20.52 

36.60 
27.50 

15.58 
45.52 
39.01 
100.00 
32.85 
61.03 

45.35 
83.33 
42.41 
55.10 
81.86 
68.83 
100.00 
37.95 
71.56 
54.20 
66.64 
55.91 

81.29 
23.47 
42.47 
34.62 
34.07 
77.16 
87.28 
87.28 

62.93 
71.94 

62.97 

62.17 
94.34 
54.56 
68.79 
58.13 
74.49 

74.23 
64.60 
100.00 
61.73 
82.42 
81.04 
80.14 
77.80 
76.42 
60.03 
77.93 
67.84 
63.15 
67.61 
33.34 

55.88 
45.37 

25.91 

75.87 
57.45 
100.00 
49.86 
87.46 

65.88 
100.00 
60.64 
78.58 
98.60 
97.40 
100.00 
54.79 
92.51 
75.46 
85.99 
79.12 

98.37 
36.51 
62.30 
57.69 
54.11 
97.46 
94.44 
94.44 

74.91 
84.65 

75.23 

74.32 
100.00 
68.84 
82.06 
69.25 
83.17 

85.84 
75.94 
100.00 
86.42 
98.90 
93.88 
90.19 
88.82 
93.11 
74.13 
91.89 
83.42 
78.59 
78.80 
44.89 

69.54 
61.15 

36.23 
100.00 

69.48 
100.00 

63.94 

95.10 

80.08 

100.00 

72.34 

89.37 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

65.46 

98.07 

84.48 

91.94 

89.74 

100.00 
47.31 
74.36 
76.92 
68.14 

100.00 
99.19 
99.19 

85.07 

Asheboro    

93.30 

Franklinville  

Liberty .     _  ..  . 

85.73 

Ramseur .         _.  . 

Randleman    . 

Richmond  County..     

85.05 

Ellerbe* 

100.00 

Hamlet .. 

82.85 

Rockingham 

90.51 

Robeson  County 

79.33 

Fairmont 

91.97 

Lumber  Bridge 

Lumberton . 

93.02 

Maxton 

85.77 

Orrum* 

100.00 

Parkton* .     . 

100.00 

Pembroke*     .  .. 

100.00 

Proctorville* 

100.00 

Red  Springs .. 

95.33 

Rowland . 

96.50 

St.  Pauls 

99.38 

Rockingham  County .  . 

86.03 

Leaksville 

99.60 

Madison 

95.31 

Reidsville  ..  .. 

90.82 

Stoneville* .. 

92.93 

Rowan  County 

59.10 

China  Grove 

Cleveland . . 

82.13 

East  Spencer .  

79.61 

Faith 

Granite  Quarry 

Landis . 

Rockwell ..  ._  . 

Salisbury . 

50.57 

Spencer    .. 

100.00 

Rutherford  County. . 

80.16 

Bostic* .  

100.00 

Ellenboro* 

72.34 

Forest  City . 

97.96 

Lake  Lure . 

Rutherfordton . 

91.73 

Spindale* _. 

100.00 

Sampson  County 

83.20 

Clinton.   .  

96.89 

Garland 

100.00 

Roseboro* 

100.00 

Salemburg* 

100.00 

Scotland  County 

76.32 

Gibson.. 

100.00 

Laurinburg...  .  ..     

92.72 

Wagram 

96.45 

Stanly  County .... 

96.37 

Albemarle ..  .. 

New  London 

Norwood 

100.00 

Stokes  County . 

60.78 

Surry  County 

85.10 

Elkin* 

96.15 

Mt.  Airy . 

83.17 

Pilot  Mountain* .. 

100.00 

Swain  County 

100.00 

Bryson  City. .  .. 

100.00 

*10  owner-occupied  colored  homes  or  less. 
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TABLE  VII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  COLORED  OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMESTEAD  TAX 

VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Transylvania  County. 

Brevard 

Rosman 

Tyrrell  County 

Columbia 

Union  County 

Benton  Heights. . 
Indian  Trail*. ... 

Marshville 

Monroe 

Waxhaw. 

Wingate* 

Wake  County 

Apex 

Cary -- 

Fuquay  Springs. . 

Garner 

Holly  Springs 

Raleigh 

Wake  Fc rest 

Wendell* 

Zebulon* 

Warren  County. 

Macon 

Norlina 

Warrenton 

Washington  County . . 

Creswell 

Plymouth 

Roper 

Watauga  County 

Blowing  Rock — 
Boone 

Wayne  County 

Fremont 

Goldsboro 

Mt.  Olive 

Pikeville* 

Wilkes  County 

North  Wilkesboro 

Ronda 

Wilkesboro 

Wilson  County 

Black  Creek*.... 

Elm  City 

Lucama* 

Stantonsburg 

Wilson 

Yadkin  County 

Boonville* 

East  Bend* 

Jonesville 

Yadkinville 

Yancey  County 

Burns  ville 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

56.98 

74.09 

89.61 

93.20 

95.35 

51.77 

70.20 

87.00 

90.85 

93.74 

No  Colored 

32.37 

44.61 

62.78 

74.42 

85.16 

44.28 

62.85 

84.52 

91.59 

95.29 

34.14 

48.01 

67.55 

78.11 

87.27 

No  Colored 

87.72 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

69.33 

84.16 

97.74 

100.00 

100.00 

38.18 

55.92 

80.55 

90.29 

95.44 

78.37 

91.31 

95.94 

100.00 

100.00 

74.57 

92.17 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

18.33 

27.24 

43.51 

56.50 

70.04 

24.90 

36.23 

54.87 

67.41 

78.19 

41.91 

58.21 

78.49 

91.03 

99.18 

30.25 

44.90 

71.61 

86.62 

97.68 

30.43 

45.64 

72.36 

90.99 

97.86 

26,82 

40.23 

62.02 

78.99 

93.29 

17.46 

26.07 

42.26 

55.59 

69.65 

29.97 

44.71 

70.40 

84.36 

91.36 

41.03 

58.97 

79.49 

100.00 

100.00 

29.75 

44.63 

71.07 

84.30 

95.87 

27.45 

38.99 

56.96 

69.64 

82.02 

39.30 

56.00 

76.69 

83.38 

91.38 

44.14 

60.09 

79.89 

89.56 

96.25 

19.31 

28.96 

47.02 

62.12 

79.32 

32.33 

46.19 

66.18 

78.36 

88.53 

42.43 

61.90 

85.94 

97.36 

100.00 

36.79 

52.39 

74.62 

87.61 

95.75 

42.02 

60.45 

87.07 

97.89 

100.00 

56.04 

77.08 

94.43 

98.53 

100.00 

No  Colored 

53.46 

73.41 

92.77 

98.09 

100.00 

21.52 

31.70 

48.46 

59.63 

70.61 

28.71 

41.75 

66.19 

86.16 

93.89 

26.82 

39.96 

61.62 

74.56 

86.17 

40.78 

58.20 

79.77 

89.89 

95.41 

27.29 

40.93 

68.21 

95.50 

100.00 

37.97 

52.38 

72.30 

84.22 

92.10 

41.37 

59.62 

83.83 

98.69 

100.00 

No  Colored 

36.96 

53.01 

75.36 

89.11 

98.85 

25.29 

37.07 

56.99 

70.01 

81.79 

84.51 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

45.40 

61.55 

81.47 

89.89 

95.34 

83.38 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

50.56 

70.47 

85.14 

89.99 

95.01 

26.93 

40.15 

63.23 

77.87 

89.41 

45.64 

59.71 

75.23 

83.29 

90.33 

50.00 

66.67 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

66.67 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

66.09 

84.21 

96.05 

99.64 

100.00 

63.47 

79.35 

95.76 

100.00 

100.00 

58.66 

76.98 

97.64 

100.00 

100.00 

No  Colored 

*10  owner-occupied  colored  homes  or  less. 
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Table  VIII 
Explanatory  Comments: 

1.  Except  for  the  fact  that  this  Table  covers  all  owner-oc- 
cupied homes,  both  white  and  colored,  comment  1  under  Table 
VI  applies  with  equal  force  here. 

2.  The  distribution  of  counties,  as  to  percentage  of  the  tax 
valuation  of  all  owner-occupied  homes  exempt,  is  as  follows : 

,— i  C  OOrH(M<MeOeOrt<T)<io»otDs£>«' 

JH  ,n,n2i2  SIS  °  W  ©  in  ©  £>  ©  > 

$200     0       30  43  18  4011000000 

$300    04  26  37  17         740110000 

$500  0    0  1  10  19   31   15   11    4    3    1    0    2    0 

$700  0    0  0  0  9   10   25   21   10   12    4    3    1    2 

$1-000  0    0  0  0  0    3    7    7   20   23   10   13    6    8 

The  percentage  below  which  the  majority  of  counties  fall 
moves  from  12%  at  $200  to  18%  at  $300  to  28%  at  $500  to  37% 
at  $700  to  48%  at  $1,000. 


'o 


3.  The  distribution  of  the  330  cities  and  towns  included  in 
the  Table,  as  to  percentage  of  the  tax  valuation  of  all  owner-oc- 
cupied homes  exempt,  is  as  follows: 
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$300  1  16       74 
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$1,000 0  10 
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98 

77 

29 

20 

8 

3 

3 

0 

1 

0 

0 

30 

58 

66 

54 

48 

24 

15 

11 

6 

3 

4 

8 

18 

45 

47 

46 

41 

37 

37 

13 

16 

20 

1 

4 

9 

15 

36 

32 

46 

33 

36 

29 

88 

The  percentage  below  which  the  majority  of  cities  and  towns 
fall  moves  from  13%  at  $200  to  19%  at  $300  to  31%  at  $500  to 
40%  at  $700  to  54%  at  $1,000. 

4.  As  was  pointed  out  in  connection  with  Table  VI,  many 
towns  have  proportionately  more  homes  than  rural  areas  valued 
at  from  $200  to  $1,000  and  also  at  but  little  more  than  $1,000. 
Thus  the  percentage  of  cities  and  towns  which  would  lose  a 
smaller  part  of  their  owner-occupied  home  values  than  the  coun- 
ties in  which  they  are  located  is  only  40%  at  $200,  39%  at  $300 
and  $500,  36%  at  $700  and  33%  at  $1,000.  It  will  be  noted  that 
the  percentages  for  $700  and  $1,000  are  slightly  lower  than  the 
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corresponding  percentages  given  for  Table  VI.  This  is  account- 
ed for  by  the  fact  that  colored  homes  have  proportionately  greater 
weight  in  the  towns,  as  40.57%  of  all  colored  owner-occupied 
homes  are  located  in  towns  as  compared  with  28.56%  of  owner- 
occupied  white  homes.  As  already  indicated,  the  average  tax 
value  of  all  urban  homesteads  is  considerably  more  than  the 
average  for  all  rural  homesteads,  but  this  is  caused  by  the  high 
valuation  on  homesteads  in  a  comparatively  small  number  of  the 
larger  cities  and  towns.  The  situation  by  population  groups  is 
as  follows : 


o  a 

"c3  £ 
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5  x 

$200    . 
$1,000 


Percentage  of  Towns  Having  a  Higher  Percentage  of  Owner- 
Occupied  Home  Values  Exempt  Than  the  Counties 
in  Which  They  Are  Located 
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New  Hanover 

Wake 

Durham 

Scotland 

T?owan 

Hoke 

Mecklenburg 

Pitt 

Guilford 

Lenoir 

Gaston 

Greene 

Forsyth 

Wayne 

Caswell 

Buncombe 

Edgecombe 

Cleveland 

Chowan 

Stokes 

Pasquotank 

Lincoln 

Wilson 

Catawba 

Hertford 

Nash 

Cabarrus 

Lee 

Granville 

Richmond 

Camden 

Henderson 

Pobeson 

Currituck 

Johnston 

Halifax 

Beaufort 

Surry 

Davie 

Harnelf 

Iredell 

Person 
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lenes 

Haywood 

Martin 

Franklin 

Cumberland 
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CHART  II. 

Percentage  of  Owner-Occupied  Home  Valuation  Exempt, 
Counties  by  Rank  at  $1,000  Exemption 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 

(Burke,  Clay  and  Vance  Counties  Omitted) 
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Percentage  of  Owner-Occupied  Home  Valuation  Exempt, 
Counties  by  Rank  at  $1,000  Exemption 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 

(Burke,  Clay  and  Vance  Counties  Omitted) 
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TABLE  VIII 

PERCENTAGE     OF    WHITE     AND     COLORED     OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEAD  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED    LEVELS    OF    EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Alamance  County 

Burlington 

Elon  College 

Graham 

Mebane 

Alexander  County 

Taylorsville 

Alleghany  County 

Sparta 

Anson  County 

Ansonville. 

Lilesville 

McFarlan 

Morven 

Peachland 

Polkton 

Wadesboro 

Ashe  County 

Jefferson 

West  Jefferson..  . 

Avery  County 

Banners  Elk 

Elk  Park 

Newland 

Beaufort  County 

Aurora 

Belhaven 

Pantego 

Washington 

Washington  Park 

Bertie  County 

Aulander 

Colerain 

Kelford 

Roxobel 

Windsor 

Bladen  County 

Bladenboro 

Clarkton 

Elizabethtown... 

Brunswick  County 

Southport 

Buncombe  County 

Asheville 

Biltmore 

Black  Mountain. 
Weaverville 

Burke  County 

Glen  Alpine 

Morganton 

Valdese 

Cabarrus  County 

Concord 

Mt.  Pleasant 

Caldwell  County 

Granite  Falls 

Lenoir 

Camden  County 

Carteret  County 

Beaufort 

Morehead  City.. 
Newport 

Caswell  County 

Milton 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 


11.48 

8.23 

8.65 

14.76 

10.97 

14.99 

11.68 

12.97 

10.55 

13.40 

26.84 

12.32 

15.24 

15.48 

19.85 

21.09 

10.54 

36.77 

21.76 

21.03 

16.14 

12.96 

16.90 

13.59 

11.30 

14.86 

23.67 

15.24 

8.18 

6.56 

15.14 

10.31 

11.74 

16.14 

10.75 

15.22 

17.10 

9.68 

14.64 

10.15 

24.44 

21.69 

9.19 

6.67 

1.48 

10.05 

9.69 

11.11 

11.10 

8.31 

14.85 

9.30 

7.98 

14.73 

12.16 

8.38 

7.93 

10.75 

18.67 

13.31 

13.85 

16.90 

8.62 

15.73 


$300 


17.12 
12.33 
12.98 
21.99 
16.45 
22.16 
17.30 
18.91 
15.78 
19.60 
38.42 
18.47 
22.52 
22.46 
29.61 
30.17 
15.32 
48.05 
31.65 
29.60 
23.37 
19.29 
25.27 
19.90 
16.57 
22.15 
33.64 
22.57 
12.23 
9.84 
21.85 
15.44 
17.61 
24.21 
16.05 
22.14 
24.67 
14.25 
21.71 
15.05 
34.81 
30.98 
13.54 
9.97 
2.22 
15.07 
14.41 
16.42 
16.65 
12.41 
22.28 
13.91 
11.94 
21.88 
17.79 
12.47 
11.76 
15.83 
27.11 
19.77 
20.70 
25.14 
12.77 
21.54 


$500 


27.90 
20.50 
21.63 
35.30 
27.14 
35.41 
27.98 
29.43 
25.80 
30.35 
56.70 
30.28 
36.16 
35.18 
46.67 
46.45 
23.22 
63.22 
48.95 
44.30 
35.71 
31.35 
40.58 
30.43 
26.05 
35.49 
49.53 
35.67 
19.96 
16.33 
33.83 
25.44 
29.36 
38.97 
26.30 
34.34 
37.55 
22.47 
35.37 
24.35 
50.77 
45.93 
21.58 
16.49 
3.69 
25.02 
23.52 
26.37 
27.25 
20.43 
36.88 
22.89 
19.64 
35.42 
28.00 
20.42 
19.02 
25.13 
41.73 
31.43 
33.34 
39.34 
20.62 
30.55 


$700 


37.57 
28.55 
30.15 
46.52 
37.18 
46.76 
37.35 
38.29 
34.96 
39.28 
68.63 
41.62 
47.95 
46.83 
60.19 
59.21 
29.61 
72.64 
63.74 
55.17 
45.15 
41.93 
53.52 
38.85 
34.25 
46.46 
61.25 
46.92 
27.04 
22.35 
44.28 
35.02 
41.10 
52.09 
36.49 
45.10 
47.71 
29.31 
48.06 
32.85 
61.64 
56.48 
28.72 
22.74 
5.17 
34.52 
32.29 
35.18 
37.11 
27.98 
50.71 
31.27 
26.80 
47.15 
36.75 
27.94 
25.44 
33.16 
53.33 
41.01 
44.23 
51.71 
27.93 
38.09 


$1,000 


49.78 
40.07 
42.67 
59.26 
50.76 
60.38 
50.07 
49.12 
46.68 
49.92 
79.14 
56.84 
60.59 
61.42 
75.98 
72.26 
38.12 
81.47 
80.01 
66.67 
55.51 
54.99 
68.70 
48.23 
44.65 
59.87 
72.86 
60.70 
36.78 
31.00 
57.33 
48.65 
57.33 
67.34 
49.99 
59.20 
59.35 
38.12 
63.89 
43.99 
72.07 
68.77 
37.96 
31.46 
7.39 
47.77 
44.65 
46.03 
49.62 
38.19 
64.45 
42.08 
36.15 
61.47 
47.40 
38.19 
33.93 
43.32 
65.63 
52.64 
56.45 
65.95 
37.74 
48.45 
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TABLE  VIII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE    OF    WHITE    AND    COLORED     OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEAD  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED    LEVELS    OF    EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  op  Exemption 

Name  op  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Catawba  County 

8.94 

10.71 

12.86 

8.88 

7.01 

12.86 

13.13 

9.64 

12.10 

10.52 

7.32 

9.94 

18.81 

12.24 

15.81 

9.13 

9.94 

9.04 

8.97 

13.42 

12.52 

9.70 

10.12 

16.24 

14.22 

15.83 

15.88 

19.81 

4.45 

11.25 

11.26 

17.73 

33.57 

43.63 

12.98 

21.81 

12.40 

9.25 

19.47 

10.80 

30.73 

16.25 

11.75 

14.66 

10.84 

14.06 

11.75 

10.12 

11.98 

16.63 

16.16 

8.95 

11.73 

26.31 

16.11 

23.88 

11.70 

12.03 

6.07 

5.62 

9.09 

15.04 

13.90 

11.63 

16.52 

13.38 
15.95 
19.29 
13.32 
10.51 
19.28 
19.61 
14.45 
18.07 
15.79 
10.98 
14.90 
27.03 
18.23 
23.46 
13.53 
14.61 
13.51 
13.40 
20.13 
18.69 
14.55 
15.18 
23.99 
20.97 
23.61 
23.01 
29.22 
6.39 
16.58 
16.72 
25.06 
49.27 
59.24 
18.54 
32.43 
18.26 
13.73 
27.97 
15.86 
43.70 
24.30 
17.46 
21.92 
16.20 
21.10 
17.16 
15.00 
17.73 
24.37 
24.25 
13.39 
17.44 
38.53 
23.83 
35.67 
17.43 
18.04 
9.10 
8.43 
13.46 
21.99 
20.72 
17.10 
24.27 

22.10 
25.94 
32.16 
21.82 
17.45 
32.08 
32.22 
23.96 
29.48 
26.30 
18.22 
24.64 
40.47 
29.54 
37.62 
21.84 
23.22 
21.99 
21.96 
33.46 
30.39 
24.16 
25.01 
38.90 
32.99 
37.90 
34.76 
45.60 
9.90 
26.16 
27.06 
36.93 
74.77 
79.22 
27.35 
51.68 
28.52 
21.70 
41.93 
25.12 
63.82 
40.14 
28.09 
35.99 
26.26 
34.58 
26.77 
23.97 
28.38 
39.42 
39.88 
21.81 
27.98 
57.35 
38.14 
56.30 
28.28 
29.75 
15.11 
14.03 
21.72 
34.53 
34.05 
27.08 
37.21 

30.40 
35.69 
44.69 
29.76 
24.12 
44.43 
44.23 
33.12 
39.80 
36.48 
25.30 
33.79 
50.50 
39.65 
49.70 
29.24 
30.76 
29.90 
29.81 
45.64 
40.20 
32.81 
33.87 
52.85 
43.08 
49.77 
44.21 
58.66 
13.37 
34.70 
35.89 
46.19 
90.19 
90.22 
34.83 
65.54 
37.00 
28.67 
50.84 
33.37 
76.80 
54.71 
37.35 
48.08 
34.96 
46.18 
34.99 
32.13 
37.85 
52.84 
52.76 
29.35 
36.90 
68.93 
51.34 
74.87 
38.57 
40.89 
20.99 
19.59 
29.01 
46.22 
46.71 
35.12 
48.18 

41.69 

Catawba 

48.99 

Claremont . 

61.58 

Conover . 

40.97 

Hickory . 

33.60 

Longview _ 

61.61 

Maiden 

60.44 

Newton . 

45.07 

Chatham  County 

52.91 

Goldston . 

51.11 

Pittsboro 

35.65 

Siler  City... 

46.01 

Cherokee  County . 

61.74 

Andrews 

52.11 

Marble 

65. 1& 

Murphy . 

38.92 

Chowan  County 

40.30 

Edenton . 

40.39- 

Cleveland  County 

40.14 

Grover 

61.42 

Kings  Mountain 

52.07 

Lattimore 

43.78 

Shelby 

45.01 

Waco..  _  

70.72 

Columbus  County 

55.20 

Cerro  Gordo _ 

66.48 

Chadbourn . 

55.95 

Fair  Bluff 

73.57 

Lake  Waccamaw . 

18.23 

Tabor  City 

45.90 

Whiteville 

47.64 

Craven  County 

56.94 

Bridgeton j 

98.37 

Dover 

97.32 

New  Bern 

44.76- 

Vanceboro 

79.41 

Cumberland  County 

47.39 

Faye  tteville 

38.04 

Wade 

61.57 

Currituck  County _ 

44.14 

Dare  County 

87.12 

Manteo 

73.35 

Davidson  County 

48.61 

Denton  __ 

62.15 

Lexington  __  . 

45.67 

Thomasville 

58.78 

Davie  County 

45.12 

Mocksville 

42.52 

Duplin  County 

50.04 

Beulaville 

69.93 

Calypso 

68.65 

Faison        

39.37 

Kenansville 

49.28 

Magnolia 

81.66 

Rosehill . 

68.27' 

Teacheys    . 

94.10 

Wallace . 

53.28 

Warsaw    

56.04 

Durham  County 

29.44 

Durham 

27.63 

Edgecombe  County 

38.2? 

Macclesfield 

58.71 

Pinetops 

62.51 

Tarboro.    

44.61 

Whi  takers 

62.77 
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TABLE  VIII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE     OF    WHITE    AND     COLORED    OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEAD  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED    LEVELS    OF    EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Forsyth  County 

8.13 
12.62 

6.78 
11.05 
21.26 
11.86 

9.68 
21.24 

8.32 

4.58 
14.22 
10.40 
12.89 

7.08 

8.95 

7.96 
11.77 
11.15 

7.58 
21.82 

9.78 

9.82 
13.76 

8.20 
12.93 
15.61 

8.04 
15.48 
11.23 
14.94 

7.27 
13.28 

5.05 

6.99 
11.13 
10.53 
10.88 
19.64 
12.87 
10.07 
10.55 

8.35 
10.79 
17.59 
11.47 
12.36 
11.85 
11.35 
19.28 
14.81 

8.94 
10.99 
14.71 

6.70 

9.74 
12.42 
10.58 
17.02 

7.64 

9.49 
14.39 

12.19 
18.86 
10.16 
16.35 
31.17 
17.50 
14.25 
30.51 
12.44 

6.86 
21.05 
15.56 
19.26 
10.61 
13.27 
11.89 
17.65 
16.38 
11.36 
30.89 
14.55 
14.60 
20.45 
12.26 
19.39 
22.97 
11.95 
22.82 
16.37 
22.41 
10.82 
19.49 

7.56 
10.48 
16.42 
15.65 
16.21 
27.95 
18.78 
15.10 
15.68 
12.50 
15.98 
26.03 
16.90 
17.86 
17.46 
16.90 
28.19 
21.90 
13.27 
16.22 
21.85 
10.00 
14.42 
18.49 
15.69 
24.81 
11.22 
13.68 
20.74 

20.13 
30.31 
16.85 
26.25 
50.30 
28.16 
22.50 
46.24 
20.34 
11.40 
33.80 
25.58 
31.39 
17.29 
21.86 
19.47 
28.98 
26.04 
18.63 
45.40 
23.69 
23.63 
32.33 
20.12 
3178 
35.99 
19.59 
36.22 
26.15 
36.99 
17.65 
31.11 
12.56 
17.41 
26.04 
25.16 
25.77 
41.94 
29.19 
25.09 
25.36 
20.55 
25.63 
41.81 
26.75 
27.73 
27.64 
27.34 
43.98 
34.38 
21.37 
25.71 
35.35 
16.40 
23.22 
29.78 
25.07 
38.88 
17.88 
21.54 
31.91 

27.54 
40.68 
23.23 
35.20 
67.85 
37.37 
30.06 
58.38 
27.54 
15.81 
44.20 
34.69 
42.15 
23.26 
29.61 
26.48 
39.30 
34.62 
25.76 
56.13 
32.44 
31.83 
43.30 
27.31 
43.53 
48.09 
26.92 
47.53 
35.45 
50.87 
24.11 
41.89 
17.44 
24.15 
34.27 
33.63 
34.44 
54.18 
38.16 
34.84 
33.97 
27.71 
34.26 
54.99 
35.45 
36.77 
36.28 
36.92 
58.80 
44.17 
28.51 
33.81 
47.49 
22.24 
31.18 
39.65 
33.62 
50.86 
24.05 
28.47 
41.09 

37.17 

Kernersville 

53.44 

Winston-Salem. . 

31.87 

Franklin  County 

46.85 

Bunn 

86.40 

Franklinton 

48.90 

Louisburg 

40.73 

Youngsville 

68.63 

Gaston  County .  . 

36.87 

Belmont  

21.83 

Bessemer  City 1 

56.30 

Cherry  ville 

46.19 

Dallas 

55.11 

Gastonia 

30.99 

Lowell .  

40.03 

Mt.  Holly 

35.86 

Stanley 

52.74 

Gates  County . 

45.74 

Gatesville 

36.03 

Graham  County 

67.95 

Robbinsville . 

45.06 

Granville  County _. .  .. 

42.57 

Creedmoor 

57.73 

Oxford 

36.65 

Stem     .  

60.04 

Stovall 

59.89 

Greene  County 

37.12 

Hookerton . 

61.87 

Snow  Hill 

48.44 

Walstonburg  

68.21 

Guilford  County 

32.91 

Gibsonville 

55.38 

Greensboro 

24.40 

High  Point 

33.54 

Halifax  County -  . .  .  .. 

44.49 

Enfield 

45.16 

Halifax .  .. 

44.82 

Hobgood 

68.18 

49.88 

Roanoke  Rapids.   

48.08 

Scotland  Neck 

45.22 

Weldon.. .  

36.90 

Harnett  County . 

45.48 

Angier . 

69.27 

Dunn 

46.30 

Lillington  

49.72 

Haywood  County .. 

46.60 

Canton ..   

48.75 

Clyde 

72.60 

Hazelwood .  

55.01 

Waynesville ...     .... 

37.64 

Henderson  County .. _       . 

43.91 

East  Flat  Rock 

62.56 

Hendersonville 

30.30 

Hertford  County . 

41.80 

Ahoskie.  

53.15 

Murfreesboro 

45.73 

Winton .  . 

65.08 

Hoke  County . 

32.30 

Raeford..     

37.91 

Hyde  County. 

51.98 
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TABLE  VIII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE     OF     WHITE     AND     COLORED     OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEAD  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED    LEVELS    OF    EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Iredell  County 

10.38 

13.62 

13.13 

8.05 

15.01 

15.54 

8.53 

7.93 

9.73 

10.11 

7.65 

13.99 

16.29 

10.89 

11.09 

17.58 

13.62 

8.16 

10.94 

17.58 

12.22 

9.79 

14.01 

7.43 

8.36 

9.73 

15.41 

15.90 

9.46 

8.98 

15.30 

9.01 

9.12 

18.28 

16.47 

11.38 

17.24 

11.76 

11.79 

30.75 

26.42 

21.97 

14.13 

14.53 

15.65 

6.03 

21.90 

15.12 

6.98 

6.01 

18.22 

10.50 

13.94 

20.77 

19.40 

13.77 

15.27 

15.25 

8.80 

8.71 

15.54 

11.88 

15.44 
20.43 
19.61 
12.07 
22.52 
22.65 
12.64 
11.70 
14.54 
15.13 
11.46 
20.92 
24.07 
15.95 
16.46 
25.73 
20.21 
12.23 
16.20 
26.13 
18.22 
14.51 
20.60 
11.10 
12.36 
14.36 
22.32 
23.13 
14.02 
13.24 
22.33 
13.39 
13.65 
26.23 
24.23 
16.31 
25.41 
17.32 
17.69 
43.60 
38.96 
32.76 
20.88 
21.48 
22.80 

9.05 
32.25 
22.37 
10.43 

9.01 
27.18 
15.61 
20.91 
30.91 
27.85 
20.09 
22.55 
22.87 
13.20 
12.78 
23.31 
17.78 

25.09 
34.05 
32.00 
19.99 
37.53 
35.07 
20.79 
18.75 
23.85 
25.05 
18.87 
33.83 
38.87 
25.89 
26.98 
40.82 
32.52 
20.09 
26.02 
41.00 
29.31 
23.38 
32.55 
18.10 
19.68 
22.63 
33.77 
36.06 
22.63 
21.18 
34.56 
21.82 
22.31 
39.33 
37.87 
25.14 
40.55 
27.15 
29.18 
61.46 
56.83 
52.11 
32.90 
32.75 
35.17 
15.02 
51.58 
36.20 
17.18 
14.96 
44.74 
25.49 
34.26 
49.64 
42.00 
30.98 
35.79 
37.33 
22.00 
20.50 
38.51 
29.09 

33.95 
47.48 
43.58 
27.52 
52.25 
45.11 
28.10 
25.24 
32.55 
34.45 
26.03 
45.38 
50.92 
35.19 
36.99 
54.55 
43.30 
27.35 
34.58 
52.34 
39.33 
31.49 
42.74 
24.70 
26.24 
29.71 
43.12 
48.26 
30.54 
28.28 
44.40 
29.68 
29.81 
49.33 
48.72 
32.90 
53.79 
35.70 
39.84 
72.90 
69.84 
66.27 
43.55 
41.64 
44.94 
20.74 
66.97 
48.33 
23.62 
20.73 
60.46 
34.42 
47.02 
63.72 
52.80 
39.93 
47.08 
50.31 
30.64 
27.87 
53.06 
39.20 

45.50 

Harmony 

64.81 

Mooresville    

59.06 

Statesville 

37.46 

Troutman 

70.57 

Jackson  County    ..  . 

56.66 

Dillsboro    .        _. 

38.17 

Sylva  . . . 

34.39 

Johnston  County  -  -  _ 

44 .  29 

Benson 

47.63 

Clayton. 

36.32 

Four  Oaks .       

59.88 

Kenly . 

64.94 

Micro 

47.50 

Pinelevel .  ..       

49.60 

Princeton  

71.20 

Selma -     

56.89 

Smithfield 

37.39 

Jones  County      _  _.     

45.96 

Pollocksville. 

67.13 

Trenton . 

52.36 

Lee  County 

42.46 

Jonesboro..     _     

56.70 

Sanford.       . 

33.90 

Lenoir  County    ...         .... 

34.99 

Kinston . 

38.64 

LaGrange 

55.75 

Pink  Hill 

65.32 

Lincoln  County.     

41.09 

Lincolnton     .  .  . 

37.77 

Macon  County...  . .  . 

55.75 

Franklin 

40.18 

Highlands      

39.69 

Madison  County 

60. 4» 

Hot  Springs.. 

60.7a 

Marshall.  ._ 

43.19 

Mars  Hill.     .... 

70.00 

Martin  County ... 

46.82 

Everetts     .......     . 

53.86 

Hamilton     ..... 

83.12 

Jamesville    .... 

83.5a 

Oak  City 

81.98 

Robersonville  „     .     . 

57.23 

Williamston. 

53.29 

McDowell  County..   

55.86- 

Marion.   ..         .... 

28.85 

Nebo 

82.40 

Old  Fort 

63.28 

Mecklenburg  County. .  . 

32.46 

Charlotte 

28.8a 

Cornelius  ...... 

76.94 

Davidson ._ 

46.99 

Matthews..     ..... 

63.58 

Pineville.       

78.32 

Mitchell  County 

64.45 

Spruce  Pine.   . 

50.53 

Montgomery  County  . 

60.51 

Biscoe. 

64.88 

Candor 

42.65 

Mount  Gilead.     .     .. 

38.53 

Star 

70.57 

Troy .. 

51. 4£ 
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PERCENTAGE    OF    WHITE    AND     COLORED    OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEAD  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED    LEVELS    OF    EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

13.93 

19.99 

30.33 

39.04 

49.55 

11.89 

16.34 

24.78 

32.35 

42.53 

10.10 

15.07 

24.49 

33.16 

44.26 

18.03 

26.80 

43.56 

57.77 

72.27 

12.18 

18.19 

29.94 

40.94 

55.46 

11.01 

15.41 

22.32 

28.41 

36.89 

17.34 

24.42 

36.26 

46.65 

59.97 

9.43 

14.07 

22.90 

31.05 

41.81 

16.05 

23.80 

39.01 

53.52 

71.02 

13.06 

19.05 

28.73 

37.47 

49.06 

24.83 

35.87 

56.55 

72.60 

87.99 

9.15 

13.69 

22.32 

30.45 

42.06 

9.98 

14.83 

24.00 

31.90 

41.71 

18.04 

27.06 

44.70 

60.85 

76.85 

14.48 

21.49 

33.61 

44.31 

57.73 

6,08 

9.09 

14.94 

20.39 

27.81 

10.27 

15.40 

25.35 

33.94 

45.17 

5.40 

8.09 

13.46 

18.65 

25.83 

7.57 

11.36 

18.26 

24.75 

34.49 

14.28 

21.11 

33.61 

44.59 

58.07 

16.91 

24.59 

39.02 

52.30 

68.98 

23.61 

34.79 

52.30 

64.55 

77.24 

12.87 

19.25 

31.68 

43.05 

58.14 

21.94 

33.24 

52.99 

71.15 

88.81 

17.70 

25.60 

39.81 

52.69 

66.94 

12.81 

18.83 

30.82 

42.43 

57.18 

17.25 

24.51 

37.91 

50.80 

68.94 

18.70 

26.84 

40.56 

52.99 

67.61 

13.22 

19.41 

30.49 

39.89 

51.67 

11.81 

17.15 

26.29 

34.35 

45.36 

13.11 

19.14 

29.90 

39.54 

52.85 

18.16 

26.73 

42.41 

54.66 

68.75 

12.06 

17.60 

27.68 

36.48 

47.50 

18.84 

27.61 

44.02 

58.83 

75.50 

6.74 

10.03 

16.19 

21.77 

29.17 

13.42 

19.57 

30.85 

41.27 

54.78 

24.71 

34.12 

49.02 

59.85 

71.00 

17.30 

25.68 

41.51 

55.32 

71.19 

9.61 

14.27 

22.97 

30.74 

40.72 

9.72 

14.55 

23.77 

32.05 

42.50 

16.94 

24.09 

35.94 

45.40 

56.32 

14.92 

22.21 

35.52 

46.59 

61.22 

14.23 

20.70 

31.87 

41.15 

53.00 

12.63 

18.60 

29.53 

39.26 

51.65 

11.62 

17.37 

28.33 

38.15 

50.67 

25.72 

37.53 

57.22 

70.01 

80.46 

10.70 

15.89 

25.62 

34.28 

45.60 

11.83 

17.54 

27.92 

36.52 

47.18 

7.51 

11.14 

17.94 

24.18 

32.76 

14.95 

21.72 

33.77 

44.63 

58.95 

13.07 

19.42 

31.06 

41.03 

54.16 

13.07 

19.39 

30.23 

39.06 

50.47 

11.75 

17.37 

28.23 

38.76 

54.20 

8.34 

12.36 

19.85 

26.40 

35.14 

20.66 

30.53 

47.67 

61.93 

76.25 

25.18 

35.77 

52.32 

64.29 

76.33 

15.32 

22.42 

34.88 

45.01 

56.76 

16.05 

23.68 

36.99 

49.51 

65.17 

16.11 

23.87 

38.19 

50.13 

63.90 

13.16 

19.39 

30.21 

38.58 

48.36 

12.30 

18.25 

•      29.39 

39.21 

51.49 

9.58 

14.30 

23.39 

31.93 

43.19 

20.71 

30.86 

49.23 

64.60 

82.21 

10.85 

16.17 

25.39 

33.74 

44.71 

13.50 

20.22 

33.49 

45.18 

58.06 

18.73 

27.99 

43.66 

55.80 

69.37 

Moore  County 

Aberdeen 

Carthage 

Hemp 

Pinebluff 

Southern  Pines. . 
Vass 

Nash  County 

Bailey 

Battleboro 

Middlesex 

Nashville 

Rocky  Mount 

Sharpsburg 

Spring  Hope 

New  Hanover  County 
Carolina  Beach.. 

Wilmington 

Wrightsville 

Northampton  County 

Conway 

Garysburg 

Jackson 

Margarettsville.. 

Rich  Square 

Seaboard 

Severn... 

Woodland 

Onslow  County 

Jacksonville 

Richlands 

Swansboro 

Orange  County 

Carrboro 

Chapel  Hill 

Hillsboro 

Pamlico  County 

Oriental 

Pasquotank  County.. 
Elizabeth  City... 

Pender  County 

Atkinson 

Burgaw 

Perquimans  County.. 

Hertford 

Winfall 

Person  County 

Roxboro 

Pitt  County 

Ayden 

Bethel 

Farmville ._ 

Fountain 

Greenville 

Grimesland 

Winterville 

Polk  County 

Columbus 

Saluda 

Tryon 

Randolph  County 

Asheboro 

Franklinville 

Liberty 

Ramseur 

Randleman 
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TABLE  VIII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE    OF    WHITE    AND     COLORED    OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEAD  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED    LEVELS    OF    EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Richmond  County 

10.57 

17.94 

8.47 

6.22 

10.90 

13.40 

16.53 

7.46 

11.48 

33.36 

11.30 

22.76 

23.48 

11.88 

12.68 

10.82 

11.15 

9.97 

10.69 

9.35 

13.49 

6.61 

10.06 

8.66 

14.52 

13.73 

10.00 

11.94 

7.53 

5.11 

7.81 

12.54 

12.07 

16.61 

11.68 

5.07 

11.32 

19.97 

12.34 

12.67 

16.57 

22.56 

13.85 

7.65 

9.93 

9.76 

11.24 

13.27 

6.16 

15.26 

14.34 

8.76 

10.59 

6.00 

6.86 

7.64 

22.85 

14.64 

16.25 

10.86 

17.97 

17.87 

20.59 

15.59 
26.08 
12.67 

9.23 
15.98 
19.10 
24.80 
11.04 
16.94 
49.25 
16.90 
32.99 
34.17 
17.60 
18.86 
16.10 
16.67 
14.96 
15.91 
13.96 
20.18 

9.91 
15.09 
12.96 
21.76 
20.59 
14.85 
17.91 
11.29 

7.67 
11.72 
18.64 
17.99 
24.66 
17.40 

7.60 
16.94 
29.96 
18.16 
18.78 
24.48 
32.91 
20.54 
11.30 
14.41 
14.49 
16.29 
19.78 

9.25 
22.89 
21.44 
13.09 
15.70 

9.01 
10.29 
11.38 
32.42 
21.45 
23.22 
15.89 
26.11 
25.92 
30.22 

24.79 
41.92 
20.71 
14.74 
25.29 
29.26 
40.82 
17.97 
26.32 
73.15 
27.82 
51.46 
53.76 
27.74 
30.22 
26.22 
27.27 
24.68 
25.73 
22.95 
32.83 
16.45 
25.12 
21.24 
36.11 
33.73 
24.34 
29.66 
18.82 
12.78 
19.54 
30.17 
29.82 
39.86 
28.32 
11.83 
27.82 
49.12 
28.78 
29.64 
38.63 
49.53 
33.17 
17.86 
21.78 
22.57 
24.47 
32.13 
15.41 
38.16 
33.77 
21  53 
25.31 
15.01 
17.07 
18.68 
47.35 
33.30 
34.63 
24.57 
40.01 
40.18 
45.76 

32.85 
54.86 
28.39 
19.78 
33.46 
38.50 
55.95 
24.49 
34.95 
88.56 
38.53 
64.76 
68.39 
36.62 
40.21 
35.55 
36.92 
33.35 
34.56 
30.99 
44.17 
22.84 
34.98 
29.08 
49.62 
46.13 
33.67 
41.12 
26.31 
17.89 
27.35 
40.46 
40.71 
53.72 
38.05 
15.84 
37.90 
64.38 
38.22 
38.89 
51.10 
60.43 
45.04 
23.56 
27.72 
29.12 
31.22 
43.13 
21.49 
53.02 
44.61 
29.59 
33.91 
20.90 
23.33 
25.69 
57.84 
43.26 
43.64 
32.31 
51.57 
52.08 
58.18 

43.09 

Ellerbe 

69.20 

Hamlet : 

39.25 

Rockingham 

26.65 

Robeson  County . 

43.99 

Fairmont 

50.54 

Lumber  Bridge .  . 

72.59 

Lumberton 

33.53 

Maxton _  . 

46.52 

Orrum 

100.00 

Parkton 

53.72 

Pembroke .  . 

76.44 

Proctorville 

83.71 

Red  Springs 

48.50 

Rowland 

53.97 

St.  Pauls 

47.62 

Rockingham  County 

49.08 

Leaksville 

45.10 

Madison 

46.36 

Reidsville 

41.24 

Stoneville .. 

58.40 

Rowan  County 

31.90 

China  Grove 

48.41 

Cleveland . 

40.08 

East  Spencer . 

67.49 

Faith 

61.18 

Granite  Quarry . 

46.36 

Landis..  

56.76 

Rockwell _ 

36.59 

Salisbury 

25.47 

Spencer 

39.03 

Rutherford  County 

53.09 

Bostic 

53.79 

Ellenboro 

69.07 

Forest  City. 

50.29 

Lake  Lure 

20.91 

Rutherfordton .  .. 

51.35 

Spindale . 

75.86 

Sampson  County 

50.41 

Clinton . 

51.25 

Garland.. 

66.50 

Roseboro 

71.77 

Salemburg  

61.51 

Scotland  County . 

31.06 

Gibson . 

35.76 

Laurinburg 

37.80 

Wagram 

40.58 

Stanly  County 

56.55 

Albemarle 

30.29 

New  London 

71.78 

Norwood 

58.24 

Stokes  County 

40.66 

Surry  County 

44.80 

Elkin 

29.49 

Mt.  Airy 

31.65 

Pilot  Mountain 

35.88 

Swain  County 

68.54 

Bryson  City 

55.11 

Transylvania  County 

54.28 

k  Brevard 

43.07 

■    Rosman 

65.78 

Tyrrell  County 

66.22 

Columbia 

73.61 
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TABLE  VIII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE     OF    WHITE     AND     COLORED     OWNER-OCCUPIED 

HOMESTEAD  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED    LEVELS    OF    EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Union  County. 

14.50 

15.76 

33.75 

15.97 

12.18 

21.79 

15.32 

6.28 

8.79 

10.11 

8.84 

14.96 

11.65 

4.46 

6.73 

9.88 

8.7-2 

14.68 

19.42 

16.74 

6.31 

12.46 

14.93 

14.28 

23.23 

13.42 

10.43 

10.84 

8.55 

9.29 

8.47 

12.65 

14.65 

17.80 

8.40 

20.18 

13.43 

9.53 

27.68 

19.33 

20.42 

17.44 

10.19 

12.61 

13.67 

23.98 

28.22 

13.56 

16.97 

9.72 

21.53 
23.50 
47.82 
23.35 
18.14 
32.26 
22.59 

9.40 
13.05 
14.92 
13.24 
22.44 
17.48 

6.68 
10.08 
14.81 
13.08 
21.36 
28.37 
24.27 

9.46 
18.34 
22.17 
20.89 
33.82 
19.45 
15.44 
16.07 
12.75 
13.88 
12.67 
18.69 
21.98 
25.68 
12.48 
28.74 
20.00 
14.19 
40.27 
27.75 
29.78 
25.67 
15.24 
18.47 
19.82 
35.35 
40.84 
19.60 
24.22 
14.30 

34.76 
38.05 
69.32 
37.52 
29.12 
49.21 
36.31 
15.47 
21.10 
23.78 
21.92 
36.34 
28.34 
11.05 
16.55 
24.58 
21.62 
33.01 
42.63 
37.66 
15.69 
28.85 
34.61 
32.49 
51.27 
30.09 
24.99 
25.76 
20.69 
23.00 
20.51 
29.62 
36.36 
38.99 
20.21 
43.34 
32.55 
23.09 
63.41 
42.25 
46.89 
39.27 
24.95 
29.09 
32.11 
52.81 
61.07 
30.24 
36.32 
22.66 

46.40 
51.55 
84.24 
50.46 
38.58 
64.88 
49.03 
21.18 
28.42 
31.89 
29.97 
48.64 
38.25 
15.21 
22.29 
34.35 
29.20 
42.67 
53.09 
49.23 
21.77 
37.82 
44.63 
42.33 
62.78 
38.99 
33.32 
34.60 
27.86 
31.88 
27.32 
39.37 
49.87 
49.53 
27.46 
54.94 
44.15 
31.13 
78.62 
53.99 
61.68 
50.82 
33.54 
38.29 
43.17 
66.05 
74.87 
39.13 
45.72 
30.00 

60.43 

Benton  Heights 

67.07 

Indian  Trail . 

94.43 

Marshville  

66.68 

Monroe.. _     .  . 

51.26 

Waxhaw .  .  _  . 

82.19 

Wingate ..     . 

65.86 

Wake  County     .  .  .  -  ..  __  .  . 

28.98 

Apex . 

38.35 

Cary..   ._  ._  ._  .  __  .  ..  ..  .. 

42.64 

Fuquay  Springs 

41.04 

Garner ._ 

62.26 

Holly  Springs    .     . 

49.39 

Raleigh  .       .     

20.98 

Wake  Forest 

29.89 

Wendell 

48.47 

Zebulon..     ..  . 

39.77 

Warren  County..         .. ..  . 

54.35 

Macon _.         ._     _..._.. 

66.01 

Norlina     __       _.     

64.83 

Warrenton 

30.57 

Washington  County  .. 

49.24 

Creswell ..     .  .  _ . 

55.53 

Plymouth  ..     .. 

54.30 

Roper ..     .  .  _  . 

73.30 

Watauga  County. . .  . 

49.72 

Blowing  Rock . 

43.79 

Boone   ._ . 

46.86 

Wayne  County..         _  ._ 

37.40 

Fremont .. 

44.00 

Goldsboro  .  .  . 

36.35 

Mt.  Olive 

52.53 

Pikeville  ..  _.     . . 

67.51 

Wilkes  Countv ..  ..  ._ 

61.40 

North  Wilkesboro 

37.40 

Ronda.. .  .  .  . 

66.98 

Wilkesboro  ..  .. 

59.62 

Wilson  County.    .   . .  .  .  

41.58 

Black  Creek 

90.46 

Elm  City 

66.68 

Lucama . 

77.21 

Stantonsburg 

64.79 

Wilson  ..  ..  _ 

44.37 

Yadkin  County.   .. ..           ..  ..  .  .. 

49.83 

Boonville.    .. .... 

58.71 

East  Bend..    .  . 

78.16 

Jonesville .  . ..... 

Yadkinville _  

87.34 
49.98 

Yancey  County.. 

56.00 

Burnsville..                  ..     .            

39.46 
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Table  IX 

Explanatory  Comments : 

1.  The  total  tax  valuation  of  real  estate  in  particular  counties, 
cities  and  towns,  for  the  purposes  of  this  Table,  was  secured 
from  the  regular  annual  reports  to  the  State  Board  of  Assess- 
ment. A  large  number  of  towns  either  failed  to  file  such  a  report 
or  failed  to  include  in  it  the  requested  information  regarding 
realty  values.  Repeated  efforts  were  made  by  the  staff  of  the 
State  Board  to  secure  the  information.  Only  after  failure  of  all 
such  efforts,  extending  over  a  period  of  more  than  six  months, 
were  these  towns  eliminated  from  the  Table.  (Any  information 
obtained  after  August  20,  1938,  could  not  be  included.) 

2.  The  distribution  of  counties,  as  to  percentage  of  real  estate 
valuation  exempt,  is  as  follows : 


^•2  g^'tS^^^^^^^^^^ 
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V,  g  1J           rH               i                "                '                '              i                i                '              '                ■              '               ' 

QJ    ri 
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$200     57  35  31010000000 

$300     25  52  15         3101000000 

$500     5  34  36       13         611010000 

$700     1  21  30       23       13          6         1          0         1          0          1          0         0 

$1,000   0  10  18       30       17       12         4         4         0         0         1          1         0 

The  percentage  below  which  the  majority  of  counties  fall  moves 
from  5%  at  $200  to  7%  at  $300  to  12%  at  $500  to  15%  at  $700 
to  19%  at  $1,000. 

3.  The  distribution  of  the  229  cities  and  towns  included  in  the 
Table,  as  to  percentage  of  real  estate  valuation  exempt,  is  as 
follows : 


O    q,  !5S^lO©lO©W©lO©l£>©lO 

w£"  0©T-H<M(NCOCO-«tf'*lO*n>?D«> 
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$200  147  67  10  3  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

$300  81  106  29  8  1  4  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

$500  27  89  63  21  20  4  1  2  2  0  0  0  0 

$700  16  49  71  43  19  17  8  1  2  2  1  0  0 

$1,000  8  26  49  54  33  26  9  11  6  3  2  1  1 

The  percentage  below  which  the  majority  of  cities  and  towns 
falls  is  5%  at  $200,  7%  at  $300,  10%  at  $500,  14%  at  $700,  and 
18%  at  $1,000. 
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4.  The  percentage  of  cities  and  towns  which  would  lose  a 
smaller  portion  of  their  real  estate  valuation  than  the  counties 
in  which  they  are  situated  is  51%  at  $200,  50%  at  $300,  49%  at 
$500,  48%  at  $700,  and  47%  at  $1,000.  These  percentages  would 
be  reduced  somewhat  were  figures  available  for  the  missing 
towns,  most  of  which  are  small.  The  situation  by  population 
groups  is  as  follows : 

Percentage  of  Towns  Having  a  Larger  Percentage  of  Real 

Estate  Valuation  Exempt  Than  the  Counties  in 

Which  They  are  Located 
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$200    

0% 

8% 

8% 

21% 

54% 

68% 

$1,000     

0% 

17% 

8% 

29% 

58% 

71% 

There  are  8  towns  in  the  first  group,  12  in  the  second,  12  in 
the  third,  28  in  the  fourth,  72  in  the  fifth,  and  97  in  the  sixth. 
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TABLE  IX 

PERCENTAGE   OF   TOTAL  REAL   ESTATE   TAX  VALUATION   EX- 
EMPT AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED   LEVELS   OF   EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Alamance  County. .. 

Burlington 

Elon  College 

Graham 

Mebane 

Alexander  County... 
Taylorsville 

Alleghany  County. .. 

Anson  County 

Ansonville 

Lilesville 

McFarlan 

Peachland 

Polkton 

Wadesboro 

Ashe  County 

Jefferson 

Avery  County 

Newland 

Beaufort  County 

Belhaven 

Washington 

Bertie  County 

Aulander 

Colerain 

Kelford 

Windsor 

Bladen  County 

Elizabeth  town.. 

Brunswick  County. . 

Buncombe  County. . 

Asheville 

Biltmore 

Black  Mountain 
Weaverville 

Burke  County 

Glen  Alpine 

Morganton 

Valdese 

Cabarrus  County 

Concord 

Mt.  Pleasant 

Caldwell  County 

Granite  Falls 

Lenoir 

Camden  County 

Carteret  County 

Morehead  City. 
Newport 

Caswell  County 

Milton 

Catawba  County 

Catawba 

Hickory 

Longview 

Maiden 

Chatham  County 

Pittsboro 

SilerCity 

Cherokee  County 

Andrews 

Marble 

Murphy 

Chowan  County 

Edenton 

Cleveland  County... 

Shelby 

Waco 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

4.58 

6.84 

11.14 

15.00 

19.88 

2.20 

3.30 

5.49 

7.64 

10.72 

3.41 

5.11 

8.52 

11.87 

16.80 

4.23 

6.31 

10.13 

13.35 

17.00 

3.30 

4.95 

8.17 

11.19 

15.28 

6.52 

9.64 

15.40 

20.34 

26.26 

4.67 

6.91 

11.18 

14.93 

20.01 

8.84 

12.89 

20.06 

26.13 

33.49 

4.55 

6.66 

10.32 

13.35 

16.97 

11.04 

15.80 

23.32 

28.23 

32.55 

6.48 

9.71 

15.92 

21.87 

29.89 

8.89 

13.13 

21.08 

27.96 

35.33 

7.53 

11.23 

17.71 

22.84 

28.83 

10.66 

15.24 

23.48 

29.92 

36.52 

5.62 

8.17 

12.39 

15.79 

20.33 

26.00 

33.98 

44.72 

51.37 

57.62 

11.18 

16.26 

25.16 

32.76 

41.12 

10.46 

15.15 

23.15 

29.27 

35.98 

10.20 

14.94 

22.85 

29.16 

36.21 

4.96 

7.28 

11.44 

15.04 

19.60 

8.37 

11.90 

17.53 

21.67 

25.78 

2.75 

4.12 

6.72 

9.10 

12.38 

4.70 

6.78 

10.50 

13.74 

17.79 

3.77 

5.65 

9.30 

12.81 

17.79 

3.31 

4.96 

8.27 

11.58 

16.15 

8.39 

12.59 

20.25 

27.08 

35.00 

5.97 

8.68 

13.47 

17.69 

23.22 

6.01 

8.68 

13.21 

16.78 

20.87 

3.08 

4.56 

7.38 

9.96 

13.34 

9.93 

14.15 

20.64 

25.05 

29.29 

2.85 

4.20 

6.70 

8.92 

11.79 

1.64 

2.45 

4.05 

5.59 

7.73 

.85 

1.27 

2.12 

2.97 

4.24 

3.94 

5.91 

9.81 

13.54 

18.73 

4.11 

6.11 

9.98 

13.70 

18.94 

4.51 

6.66 

10.69 

14.27 

18.67 

4.47 

6.71 

10.98 

14.95 

19.99 

2.88 

4.31 

7.09 

9.71 

13.25 

2.66 

3.99 

6.60 

9.08 

11.54 

2.51 

3.75 

6.17 

8.44 

11.35 

2.46 

3.68 

6.06 

8.27 

11.15 

5.49 

8.16 

13.21 

17.58 

22.91 

4.70 

6.87 

10.82 

14.20 

18.31 

1.54 

2.28 

3.74 

5.12 

7.00 

3.08 

4.57 

7.39 

9.88 

13.18 

3.92 

5.77 

9.16 

12.09 

15.80 

6.07 

8.82 

13.57 

17.35 

21.35 

4.11 

6.14 

9.88 

13.11 

16.74 

7.58 

11.27 

17.64 

23.19 

29.57 

7.66 

11.33 

18.30 

24.79 

33.50 

17.46 

23.91 

33.91 

42.27 

53.78 

3.36 

5.03 

8.30 

11.42 

15.66 

4.75 

7.08 

11.52 

15.85 

21.75 

2.19 

3.29 

5.46 

7.55 

10.51 

3.58 

5.37 

8.93 

12.38 

17.16 

4.50 

6.71 

11.03 

15.14 

20.69 

4.18 

6.24 

10.18 

13.75 

18.27 

3.72 

5.58 

9.26 

12.86 

18.12 

4.58 

6.87 

11.36 

15.58 

21.22 

7.98 

11.48 

17.18 

21.44 

26.21 

4.59 

6.83 

11.06 

14.85 

19.52 

8.39 

12.45 

19.96 

26.37 

34.58 

3.30 

4.89 

7.90 

10.58 

14.08 

4.90 

7.21 

11.45 

15.17 

19.88 

3.91 

5.84 

9.51 

12.93 

17.47 

3.78 

5.65 

9.25 

12.56 

16.91 

3.00 

4.50 

7.41 

10.04 

13.34 

7.85 

11.59 

18.79 

25.54 

34.17 
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TABLE  IX— Continued 

PERCENTAGE   OF   TOTAL  REAL   ESTATE   TAX  VALUATION   EX- 
EMPT AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED   LEVELS   OF   EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Columbus  County — 

Cerro  Gordo 

Chadbourn 

Lake  Waccamaw 

Tabor  City 

Whiteville.i 

Craven  County 

Dover 

New  Bern 

Cumberland  County  - 

Fayetteville 

Wade 

Currituck  County — 

Dare  County 

Manteo 

Davidson  County 

Lexington 

Thomas  ville 

Davie  County 

Mocks  ville 

Duplin  County 

Calypso 

Kenansville 

Wallace 

Warsaw 

Durham  County 

Durham 

Edgecombe  County.. 

Tarboro 

Whitakers 

Forsyth  County 

Kernersville 

Winston-Salem.. 

Franklin  County 

Bunn 

Franklinton 

Louisburg 

Youngsville 

Gaston  County 

Belmont 

Bessemer  City.. 

Cherry  ville 

Dallas 

Gastonia 

Lowell 

Mt.  Holly 

Stanley 

Gates  County 

Gatesville 

Graham  County 

Granville  County 

Creedmoor 

Oxford 

Stem 

Greene  County 

Hookerton 

Snow  Hill 

Walstonburg 

Guilford  County 

Gibsonville 

Greensboro 

High  Point 

Halifax  County 

Enfield... 

Halifax 

Hobgood 

Littleton 

Roanoke  Rapids 
Weldon 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

7.60 

11.20 

17.62 

23.01 

29.48 

6.49 

9.68 

15.53 

20.40 

27.25 

4.54 

6.57 

9.93 

12.63 

15.98 

1.18 

1.69 

2.62 

3.54 

4.83 

4.65 

6.85 

10.81 

14.34 

18.97 

4.40 

6.53 

10.57 

14.01 

18.60 

6.68 

9.44 

13.91 

17.39 

21.44 

20.97 

28.34 

38.07 

43.35 

46.76 

4.01 

5.73 

8.46 

10.77 

13.84 

5.24 

7.72 

12.05 

15.63 

20.02 

3.19 

4.73 

7.47 

9.87 

13.10 

8.14 

11.70 

17.53 

21.26 

25.74 

4.28 

6.29 

9.96 

13.24 

17.51 

8.85 

12.59 

18.38 

22.12 

25.09 

9.37 

14.01 

23.14 

31.53 

42.28 

4.55 

6.76 

10.75 

14.47 

18.82 

3.45 

5.16 

8.36 

11.13 

14.54 

4.01 

6.02 

9.87 

13.18 

16.78 

5.06 

7.39 

11.52 

15.06 

19.42 

4.90 

7.27 

11.62 

15.57 

20.61 

4.55 

6.73 

10.77 

14.37 

19.00 

3.93 

5.89 

9.69 

12.82 

16.69 

6.27 

9.32 

14.96 

19.73 

26.35 

3.11 

4.63 

7.52 

10.26 

14.19 

2.84 

4.26 

7.03 

9.66 

13.24 

1.51 

2.12 

3.75 

5.22 

7.32 

1.25 

1.87 

3.11 

4.34 

6.13 

2.83 

4.19 

6.76 

9.03 

11.89 

3.65 

5.37 

8.50 

11.03 

14.01 

5.10 

7.49 

11.48 

14.86 

19.36 

2.26 

3.39 

5.61 

7.67 

10.35 

6.18 

9.23 

14.84 

19.91 

26.15 

1.47 

2.20 

3.64 

5.03 

6.89 

4.32 

6.39 

10.26 

13.77 

18.32 

5.52 

8.10 

13.07 

17.62 

22.44 

1.63 

2.40 

3.87 

5.13 

6.72 

4.21 

6.19 

9.78 

13.06 

17.71 

9.24 

13.27 

20.10 

25.38 

29.83 

1.40 

2.10 

3.43 

4.64 

6.22 

.87 

1.31 

2.17 

3.01 

4.15 

2.61 

3.86 

6.20 

8.11 

10.33 

2.08 

3.11 

5.12 

6.94 

9.25 

3.31 

4.95 

8.07 

10.83 

14.16 

1.33 

1.99 

3.24 

4.37 

5.82 

.53 

.79 

1.29 

1.75 

2.37 

1.51 

2.25 

3.69 

5.02 

6.80 

2.94 

4.41 

7.24 

9.82 

13.18 

5.38 

7.90 

12.57 

16.71 

22.07 

3.27 

4.89 

8.02 

11.10 

15.51 

2.62 

3.72 

5.48 

6.75 

8.17 

3.87 

5.76 

9.32 

12.55 

16.78 

4.53 

6.72 

10.63 

14.24 

18.98 

2.99 

4.47 

7.34 

9.96 

13.37 

6.60 

9.90 

16.22 

22.22 

30.70 

2.97 

4.41 

7.23 

9.93 

13.70 

6.50 

9.59 

15.22 

19.97 

25.99 

6.06 

8.84 

14.11 

19.14 

26.14 

5.93 

8.90 

14.69 

20.20 

27.08 

1.88 

2.80 

4.56 

6.23 

8.50 

2.79 

4.09 

6.52 

8.78 

11.61 

1.08 

1.62 

2.70 

3.75 

5.24 

1.62 

2.43 

4.03 

5.60 

7.77 

3.13 

4.61 

7.31 

9.63 

12.50 

4.48 

6.65 

10.70 

14.30 

19.20 

4.84 

7.21 

11.46 

15.31 

19.92 

8.51 

12.11 

18.18 

23.48 

29.55 

6.83 

9.96 

15.49 

20.25 

26.46 

.78 

1.17 

1.94 

2.70 

3.73 

3.51 

5.25 

8.64 

11.65 

15.52 
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TABLE  IX— Continued 

PERCENTAGE   OF   TOTAL  REAL   ESTATE   TAX  VALUATION   EX- 
EMPT AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED   LEVELS   OF   EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Harnett  County 

Dunn 

Lillington 

Haywood  County. -. 
Canton 

Henderson  County.. 
Hendersonville.. 

Hertford  County 

Hoke  County 

Raeford 

Hyde  County 

Iredell  County 

Mooresville 

Statesville 

Troutman 

Jackson  County 

Sylva 

Johnston  County 

Benson 

Clayton 

Four  Oaks 

Kenly 

Princeton 

Selma 

Jones  County 

Trenton 

Lee  County 

Jonesboro 

Sanford 

Lenoir  County 

Kinston 

Pink  Hill 

Lincoln  County 

Lincolnton 

Macon  County 

Frank-in 

Madison  County 

Hot  Springs 

Mars  Hill 

Martin  County 

Everetts 

Hamilton 

Oak  City 

Robersonville... 
Williamston 

McDowell  County. . 

Marion 

Nebo 

Mecklenburg  County 

Charlotte 

Cornelius 

Davidson 

Mitchell  County 

Spruce  Pine 

Montgomery  County 

Biscoe 

Candor 

Mount  Gilead.. 

Star 

Troy 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

5.06 

7.49 

12.01 

16.06 

21.32 

3.75 

5.53 

8.74 

11.59 

15.14 

4.53 

6.55 

10.17 

13.48 

18.23 

3.66 

5.40 

8.54 

11.21 

14.40 

2.34 

3.48 

5.68 

7.67 

10.13 

3.14 

4.64 

7.35 

9.67 

12.55 

1.33 

1.98 

3.25 

4.41 

6.01 

4.09 

6.05 

9.74 

13.09 

17.55 

2.86 

4.20 

6.69 

9.00 

12.09 

4.02 

5.80 

9.13 

12.07 

16.07 

5.08 

7.32 

11.26 

14.51 

18.35 

4.27 

6.35 

10.32 

13.97 

18.72 

3.61 

5.40 

8.81 

12.00 

16.26 

2.37 

3.56 

5.90 

8.12 

11.05 

8.89 

13.33 

22.22 

30.94 

41.78 

7.24 

10.55 

16.33 

21.00 

26.38 

2.22 

3.28 

5.26 

7.08 

9.64 

4.01 

5.99 

9.82 

13.40 

18.23 

3.15 

4.71 

7.79 

10.72 

14.82 

2.85 

4.26 

7.02 

9.68 

13.51 

5.04 

7.54 

12.19 

16.35 

21.57 

6.89 

10.17 

16.43 

21.52 

27.44 

7.35 

10.76 

17.07 

22.81 

29.77 

4.37 

6.48 

10.42 

13.88 

18.24 

4.83 

7.15 

11.49 

15.26 

20.28 

9.55 

14.23 

22.90 

30.72 

40.90 

3.86 

5.73 

9.22 

12.42 

16.75 

5.94 

8.73 

13.79 

18.11 

24.03 

2.37 

3.55 

5.79 

7.90 

10.84 

2.92 

4.32 

6.87 

9.16 

12.22 

3.33 

4.92 

7.75 

10.18 

13.24 

6.20 

9.02 

14.06 

18.81 

25.46 

4.81 

7.13 

11.50 

15.53 

20.89 

3.96 

5.83 

9.33 

12.46 

16.63 

7.71 

11.25 

17.42 

22.37 

28.09 

3.50 

5.20 

8.48 

11.52 

15.61 

15.19 

21.80 

32.69 

41.00 

50.28 

5.67 

8.34 

13.03 

16.77 

20.89 

11.17 

16.46 

26.26 

34.84 

45.33 

5.07 

7.47 

11.71 

15.40 

20.20 

5.72 

8.59 

14.17 

19.34 

26.15 

20.73 

29.39 

41.43 

49.14 

56.03 

9.54 

14.22 

22.63 

28.78 

35.60 

6.66 

9.84 

15.51 

20.53 

26.98 

6.49 

9.59 

14.62 

18.59 

23.79 

4.38 

6.38 

9.84 

12.57 

15.63 

2.07 

3.10 

5.15 

7.11 

9.89 

9.44 

13.90 

22.23 

28.87 

35.51 

1.74 

2.60 

4.29 

5.90 

8.10 

1.36 

2.04 

3.39 

4.70 

6.53 

5.61 

8.37 

13.76 

18.62 

23.69 

5.13 

7.63 

12.46 

16.83 

22.97 

11.95 

17.15 

25.86 

32.51 

39.68 

6.61 

9.64 

14.87 

19.17 

24.25 

2.22 

3.28 

5.21 

6.85 

8.81 

2.77 

4.16 

6.79 

9.15 

11.80 

2.93 

4.40 

7.33 

10.21 

14.21 

3.29 

4.83 

7.75 

10.53 

14.56 

4.45 

6.67 

11.02 

15.19 

20.20 

2.42 

3.61 

5.91 

7.97 

10.45 
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TABLE  IX— Continued 

PERCENTAGE   OF   TOTAL  REAL   ESTATE   TAX  VALUATION   EX- 
EMPT AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED   LEVELS   OF   EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Moore  County 

Aberdeen 

Carthage. 

Pinebluff 

Southern  Pines.. 

Nash  County 

Bailey 

Battleboro 

Middlesex 

Nashville 

Rocky  Mount — 

Sharpsburg 

Spring  Hope 

New  Hanover  County 
Carolina  Beach.. 

Wilmington 

Wrightsville 

Northampton  County 

Garysburg 

Seaboard 

Onslow  County 

Richlands 

Swansboro 

Orange  County 

Carrboro.-- 

Chapel  Hill 

Hillsboro 

Pamlico  County 

Oriental.. -- 

Pasquotank  County.. 
Elizabeth  City... 

.Pender  County 

Atkinson 

Burgaw 

Perquimans  County. . 
Hertford.. - 

Person  County 

Roxboro 

Pitt  County... 

Ayden 

Farmville 

Fountain 

Greenville 

Winterville 

Polk  County 

Saluda 

Tryon 

Randolph  County 

Asheboro. 

Franklinville 

Liberty.. 

Randleman 

Richmond  County. . . 

Hamlet 

Rockingham 

Robeson  County 

Fairmont 

Lumberton 

Maxton 

Parkton 

Pembroke 

Red  Springs 

Rowland 

St.  Pauls.. 

Rockingham  County.. 

Leaksville 

Madison 

Reidsville 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

4.05 

5.80 

8.80 

11.33 

14.38 

4.08 

5.75 

8.51 

11.11 

14.60 

4.53 

6.76 

10.99 

14.88 

19.86 

3.47 

5.19 

8.54 

11.68 

15.82 

3.61 

5.05 

7.32 

9.31 

12.09 

3.31 

4.94 

8.04 

10.90 

14.67 

5.41 

8.02 

13.15 

18.04 

23.94 

4.92 

7.18 

10.82 

14.11 

18.48 

8.40 

12.14 

19.13 

24.56 

29.77 

4.23 

6.33 

10.32 

14.08 

19.45 

2.39 

3.55 

5.74 

7.63 

9.98 

6.65 

9.97 

16.46 

22.42 

28.31 

5.23 

7.76 

12.14 

16.00 

20.85 

1.85 

2.76 

4.54 

6.20 

8.45 

.77 

1.15 

1.90 

2.54 

3.38 

1.64 

2.47 

4.10 

5.68 

7.87 

.29 

.44 

.71 

.96 

1.34 

5.33 

7.87 

12.53 

16.63 

21.65 

10.02 

14.76 

22.19 

27.39 

32.77 

5.97 

8.77 

14.35 

19.76 

26.63 

6.95 

10.21 

16.03 

20.98 

27.17 

6.40 

9.35 

14.60 

19.31 

25.81 

11.53 

16.96 

26.91 

34.68 

43.62 

5.43 

7.92 

12.45 

16.41 

21.37 

3.28 

4.96 

7.67 

10.24 

13.15 

3.09 

4.60 

7.42 

9.98 

13.38 

7.17 

10.45 

16.47 

22.04 

29.25 

9.42 

13.00 

18.68 

22.81 

27.06 

9.12 

13.53 

21.88 

29.16 

37.53 

3.66 

5.42 

8.73 

11.69 

15.48 

3.64 

5.44 

8.89 

11.99 

15.89 

9.59 

13.64 

20.36 

25.72 

31.90 

8.92 

13.28 

21.24 

27.86 

36.61 

9.42 

13.70 

21.09 

27.23 

35.07 

4.72 

6.96 

11.04 

14.68 

19.32 

5.05 

7.55 

12.31 

16.58 

22.03 

4.77 

7.08 

11.42 

15.27 

20.32 

4.73 

7.01 

11.16 

14.60 

18.86 

2.82 

4.19 

6.74 

9.09 

12.31 

8.05 

11.69 

18.18 

24.03 

31.74 

3.53 

5.24 

8.17 

10.55 

13.64 

4.83 

7.14 

11.61 

15.93 

22.28 

2.71 

4.01 

6.45 

8.57 

11.41 

11.38 

16.17 

23.65 

29.06 

34.49 

5.71 

8.35 

13.00 

16.77 

21.15 

3.83 

5.67 

9.07 

11.91 

15.18 

5.50 

8.11 

12.63 

16.13 

20.22 

6.53 

9.69 

15.60 

20.80 

27.32 

4.46 

6.66 

10.90 

14.87 

20.12 

2.95 

4.39 

7.01 

9.19 

11.70 

5.00 

7.42 

11.70 

15.55 

20.60 

7.68 

11.49 

17.92 

22.90 

28.47 

2.23 

3.28 

5.22 

6.92 

9.08 

3.44 

5.14 

8.40 

11.51 

15.92 

2.19 

3.25 

5.18 

6.96 

9.37 

3.82 

5.60 

8.86 

11.73 

15.42 

5.07 

7.23 

11.07 

14.56 

19.12 

3.05 

4.51 

7.35 

10.01 

13.71 

3.88 

5.73 

8.90 

11.82 

15.73 

6.65 

9.95 

16.39 

22.69 

31.64 

5.85 

8.49 

13.24 

16.66 

19.67 

5.73 

8.48 

13.37 

17.65 

23.37 

5.36 

7.98 

12.78 

17.00 

22.82 

3.10 

4.61 

7.50 

10.17 

13.63 

3.22 

4.81 

7.87 

10.66 

14.17 

1.67 

2.51 

4.14 

5.59 

7.56 

4.12 

6.14 

9.92 

13.33 

17.88 

2.52 

3.77 

6.20 

8.37 

11.14 
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TABLE  IX— Continued 

PERCENTAGE   OF  TOTAL  REAL  ESTATE   TAX  VALUATION   EX- 
EMPT AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED   LEVELS   OF   EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  op  Unit 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 


$300 


$500 


$700 


$1,000 


Rowan  County . 

China  Grove 

East  Spencer 

Landis 

Salisbury 

Spencer 

Rutherford  County 

Forest  City 

Lake  Lure 

Rutherfordton 

Spindale 

Sampson  County 

Clinton 

Roseboro. 

Scotland  County 

Gibson 

Stanly  County 

Albemarle 

New  London 

Norwood 

Stokes  County 

Surry  County 

Elkin 

Mt.  Airy 

Pilot  Mountain... 

Swain  County 

Transylvania  County.. 

Brevard 

Rosman 

Tyrrell  County 

Columbia 

Union  County 

Indian  Trail 

Monroe 

Waxhaw 

Wake  County 

Apex 

Cary 

Fuquay  Springs... 

Holly  Springs 

Wake  Forest 

Wendell 

Warren  County 

Warren  ton 

Washington  County. . 
Plymouth 

Watauga  County 

Blowing  Rock 

Boone 

Wayne  County 

Fremont 

Goldsboro 

Mt.  Olive 

Wilkes  County 

North  Wilkesboro 

Ronda 

Wilkesboro 

Wilson  County 

Elm  City 

Lucama 

Wilson 

Yadkin  County 

Jonesville 

Yancey  County 

Burnsville 


2. 
2 

4 
1 
1 
2 
4 
3 

3 
2 
6 
5 
2 
2 
4 
3 
1 
9 
4 
5 
4 
1 
2 
3 
6 
5 
3 
4 
6 

10 
5 

19 
3 
6 
2 
2 
5 
4 
4 
3 
3 
7 
3 
4 
5 
8 
1 
6 
2 
2 
2 
4 
8 
1 
6 
8 
3 

13 
9 
2 
9 

19 

10 
4 


05 
74 
96 
55 
12 
04 
68 
43 
20 
94 
96 
03 
00 
92 
40 
81 
08 
69 
55 
88 
32 
67 
07 
29 
25 
62 
52 
30 
62 
,33 
90 
,87 
29 
31 
.18 
49 
90 
50 
44 
,98 
91 
28 
,98 
50 
35 
52 
06 
52 
13 
,68 
61 
,18 
,29 
,29 
92 
21 
30 
,42 
16 
92 
93 
29 
,86 
67 
53 


3.07 
4.11 
7.43 
2.32 
1.68 
3.06 
6.69 
5.25 
.30 
5.89 
4.44 


7.40 
4.26 
3.55 
6.98 
4.60 
2.54 

14.32 
7.29 
7.95 
6.93 
1.61 
3.44 
4.84 
9.39 
7.89 
4.82 
6.71 
9.18 

15.99 
8.72 

27.33 
4.92 
8.75 
3.72 
4.30 
8.10 
6.65 
7.47 
5.85 
4.92 

11.61 
5.25 
6.41 
8.08 

11.68 
2.25 
9.09 
4.00 
3.90 
3.26 
6.34 

12.91 
2.86 
8.84 

12.37 
5.09 

18.89 

14.47 
4.38 

13.60 

28.72 

15.23 
6.67 


5.10 

6.84 

12.32 

3.84 

2.80 

5.10 

11.27 

8.32 

.47 

9.67 

7.28 

14.07 

11.69 

6.41 

5.61 

10.55 

7.47 

4.22 

23.86 

11.48 

13.08 

11.16 

2.68 

5.71 

7.95 

13.71 

11.79 

7.46 

10.29 

14.23 

24.21 

14.07 

39.61 

7.90 

13.35 

6.13 

6.95 

12.92 

11.02 

12.11 

9.61 

8.16 

17.94 

8.71 

10.08 

12.57 

18.06 

3.65 

14.58 

6.49 

6.46 

5.27 

10.05 

19.60 

4.63 

13.33 

20.13 

8.28 

28.75 

22.79 

7.17 

21.43 

42.96 

22.83 

10.56 


7.09 

9.53 

16.94 

5.32 

3.92 

7.15 

15.12 

11.17 

.63 

13.17 

9.54 

18.68 

15.34 

7.82 

7.40 

13.43 

10.03 

5.89 

33.16 

15.17 

17.97 

14.96 

3.74 

7.80 

10.93 

16.75 

14.82 

9.81 

13.26 

18.44 

30.78 

18.79 

48.14 

10.47 

17.60 

8.39 

9.37 

17.32 

15.06 

16.34 

12.95 

11.41 

23.19 

12.08 

13.22 

16.38 

23.40 

4.86 

19.58 

8.74 

8.95 

7.02 

13.36 

24.90 

6.29 

16.90 

27.30 

11.16 

36.74 

29.97 

9.64 

28.20 

52.67 

28.74 

13.98 


9.90 
13.19 
23.04 

7.35 

5.59 
10.20 
19.83 
14.76 
.84 
17.85 
11.24 
24.64 
20.21 

9.28 

9.75 
17.32 
13.14 

8.31 
44.89 
19.72 
24.70 
19.76 

5.27 
10.59 
15.27 
19.85 
18.43 
13.07 
16.91 
23.45 
38.95 
24.47 
53.96 
13.91 
22.30 
11.47 
12.64 
23.17 
20.63 
21.10 
17.36 
16.10 
29.54 
16.96 
17.21 
21.01 
29.84 

6.39 
26.52 
11.73 
12.35 

9.34 
17.83 
30.87 

8.57 
20.61 
36.87 
14.91 
45.38 
37.52 
12.75 
36.71 
61.44 
35.21 
18.39 
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Explanatory  Comments: 

1.  The  total  1937  tax  valuation  of  all  property  in  the  various 
counties,  cities  and  towns,  for  purposes  of  this  Table,  was  sec- 
ured, in  the  majority  of  cases,  from  the  regular  annual  reports 
made  to  the  State  Board  of  Assessment.  For  a  number  of  towns 
which  failed  to  file  the  regular  report,  the  information  was  sec- 
ured from  the  special  report  filed  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a 
share  in  the  intangibles  tax  revenues.  Exclusive  of  those  few 
towns,  listed  elsewhere,  for  which  no  homestead  information  was 
obtained,  the  towns  omitted  from  this  Table  are  those  which 
failed  to  file  either  type  of  report. 

2.  The  total  valuation  figures  used  include  the  value  of  net 
solvent  credits  listed  locally  in  1937.  These  are  no  longer  on  the 
local  tax  books  and,  had  they  been  eliminated,  the  percentages 
given  in  this  Table  would  be  higher,  though  the  average  increase 
would  not  be  more  than  3%  to  4%  of  the  figure  actually  shown 
in  the  Table.  However,  there  are  at  least  three  reasons  why  it 
seemed  justifiable  to  include  the  net  credits  in  the  total  valua- 
tion figures.  (1)  The  regular  reports  to  the  State  Board  of  As- 
sessment do  not  ordinarily  include  discovered  and  late  listed  pro- 
perty. Thus  the  total  valuations  reported  to  the  Board  are  often 
slightly  less  than  the  actual  total  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 
(2)  It  seems  likely  that  1938  valuations  on  property  other  than 
solvent  credits  will  show  some  increase  over  corresponding  1937 
valuations.  Thus,  the  figures  in  the  Table  more  closely  approxi- 
mate the  result  of  exemption  in  terms  of  1938  values  than  they 
otherwise  would.  (3)  The  credit  valuation,  while  it  has  disap- 
peared from  the  local  tax  books,  does  not  represent  a  complete 
loss,  as  the  counties  and  cities  receive  half  of  the  net  revenue 
from  the  new  intangibles  tax.  While  they  suffered  a  large  net 
loss  during  the  first  year  of  operation  of  the  new  law,  it  is  prob- 
ably to  be  expected  that,  within  a  few  years,  if  the  State  relin- 
quishes the  one-half  of  intangibles  revenues  it  now  receives,  the 
total  revenue  they  derive  from  this  source  will  closely  approxi- 
mate the  total  amount  they  actually  collected  from  net  credits  in 
1937. 

3.  The  distribution  of  counties,  as  to  percentage  of  total  valua- 
tion exempt,  is  as  follows: 
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.2  d 

$200  77 

$300  52 

$500  15 

$700  5 

$1,000  2 
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19 

1 

0 

0 
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0 

38 

6 

1 

0 

0 

0 

56 

18 

7 

1 

0 

0 

40 

32 

13 

5 

2 

0 

22 

39 

18 

9 

4 

3 

The  percentage  below  which  a  majority  of  counties  fall  is  4% 
at  $200,  5%  at  $300,  8%  at  $500,  11%  at  $700,  and  14%  at 
$1,000. 

4.  On  a  geographical  basis,  the  counties  show  marked  dif- 
ferences, as  the  following  brief  tables  indicate : 


Arithmetical  Averages  of  Percentage  of  County  Total  Valuation 
Exempt,  by  Geographical  Areas 


Area  £  q 

Tidewater    25 

Coastal  Plain   22 

Piedmont   34 

Mountain     16 

All    Counties    97 


© 

© 
o 

o 
o 

CO 
69- 

o 
o 

6» 

o 
© 
t- 

«/9- 

© 
©^ 

4.13 

5.98 

9.23 

11.91 

15.13 

2.81 

4.14 

6.58 

8.73 

11.29 

3.17 

4.55 

7.50 

9.99 

13.16 

5.87 

8.46 

12.66 

15.94 

19.66 

3.78 

5.52 

8.59 

11.18 

14.36 

Weighted  Averages  of  Percentage  of  County  Total 
Valuation  Exempt,  by  Georgraphical  Areas 


CD 
■** 

*** 

og 
Area  £  O 

Tidewater    25 

Coastal  Plain  22 

Piedmont     34 

Mountain     16 

AH    Counties    97 


© 

© 
© 

© 
© 

CO 

© 
© 

© 
© 
c- 

© 
©^ 

i-T 

3.33 

4.86 

7.60 

9.93 

12.84 

2.74 

4.05 

6.45 

8.57 

11.27 

2.05 

3.05 

4.95 

6.68 

8.93 

3.91 

5.66 

8.71 

11.18 

14.15 

2.52 

3.71 

5.91 

7.86 

10.35 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  Piedmont  counties,  which  show  a 
higher  arithmetical  average  than  the  Coastal  Plain  counties, 
show  a  substantially  lower  weighted  average.  This  is  because,  on 
the  arithmetical  basis,  rural  counties  like  Yadkin  and  Caswell 
have  equal  weight  with  the  big  industrial  counties,  whereas  in 
the  weighted  figures  such  counties  as  Guilford,  Forsyth,  Meck- 
lenburg, Durham,  Wake,  Gaston  and  Rowan  primarily  deter- 
mine the  total  result.  The  Mountain  counties,  while  showing  the 
highest  average  in  both  tables,  show  the  biggest  difference  as 
between  the  two.  This  is  because  of  the  dominating  status  of 
Buncombe,  Haywood  and  Henderson  Counties  in  the  weighted 
figures.   The  Tidewater  counties  also  show  a  substantial  differ- 
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ence  as  between  the  two  tables,  thanks  largely  to  the  influence 
of  such  counties  as  New  Hanover  and  Pitt  in  the  weighted 
figures.  The  Coastal  Plain  counties  show  but  little  variation. 

5.    The  situation  by  population  groups  is  as  follows : 

Arithmetical  Averages  of  Percentage  of  County  Total 
Valuation  Exempt,  by  Population  Groups 


.22 

P  c 

og 
Counties  of  £o 

10,000  &  under  9 

10,000-25,000     41 

25,000-50,000     31 

50,000-75,000     10 

75,000-100.000     3 

Over  100,000     3 

All   Counties   97 
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5.06 

7.25 

10.97 

13.91 

17.26 

4.64 

6.75 

10.38 

13.40 

17.03 

3.24 

4.77 

7.57 

10.01 

13.06 

2.13 

3.17 

5.15 

6.95 

9.36 

1.78 

2.64 

4.29 

5.78 

7.76 

1.27 

1.90 

3.12 

4.28 

5.83 

3.78 

5.52 

8.59 

11.18 

14.36 

Weighted  Averages  of  Percentage  of  County  Total  Valuation 
Exempt,  by  Population  Groups 


33 

o  c 

Counties  of  £  O 

10,000   &   under   9 

10,000-25,000     41 

25,000-50,000     31 

50,000-75,000     10 

75,000-100,000   3 

Over    100.000    3 

All    Counties    97 
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© 
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CO 

© 
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© 
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© 
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A.ll 

6.84 

10.35 

13.13 

16.34 

4.17 

6.07 

9.43 

12.26 

15.71 

3.02 

4.46 

7.12 

9.46 

12.40 

1.84 

2.74 

4.46 

6.06 

8.20 

1.80 

2.67 

4.32 

5.83 

7.83 

1.28 

1.90 

3.13 

4.28 

5.84 

2.52 

3.71 

5.91 

7.86 

10.35 

6.    The  situation  by  valuation  groups  is  as  follows : 

Arithmetical  Averages  of  Percentage  of  County  Total  Valuation 
Exempt,  by  Valuation  Groups. 


to 
53 

*%'+> 

Counties   having  6  § 

Valuation  of  £0 

10  million   &   under   ....  37 

10-25    million    36 

25-50    million    15 

50-75    million    2 

75-100  million  3 

Over    100    million    4 

All    Counties    97 
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69- 

© 
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CO 

© 
© 

© 
© 
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© 
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5.27 

7.63 

11.63 

14.87 

18.71 

3.35 

4.92 

7.75 

10.20 

13.22 

2.52 

3.76 

6.10 

8.22 

10.97 

1.58 

2.35 

3.89 

5.36 

7.40 

1.78 

2.64 

4.29 

5.78 

7.76 

1.17 

1.75 

2.88 

3.95 

5.42 

3.78 

5.52 

8.59 

11.18 

14.36 

Weighted  Averages  of  Percentage  of  County  Total  Valuation 
Exempt,  by  Valuation  Groups 
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Counties   having  d  © 

Valuation  of  £0 

10  million  &  under     37 

10-25    million    36 

25-50    million    15 

50-75    million    2 

75-100    million    3 

Over    100   million    4 

All    Counties    97 
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© 
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CO 

© 

© 

© 
© 
t- 

«9- 

© 

r-T 

5.11 

7.39 

11.34 

14.59 

18.48 

3.31 

4.86 

7.68 

10.11 

13.13 

2.49 

3.70 

6.01 

8.10 

10.83 

1.58 

2.36 

3.90 

5.37 

7.43 

1.80 

2.67 

4.32 

5.83 

7.83 

1.20 

1.79 

2.94 

4.03 

5.52 

2.52 

3.71 

5.91 

7.86 

10.35 
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It  will  be  noted  that  there  is  less  difference  between  the  arith- 
metical and  the  weighted  averages  when  the  valuation  grouping 
is  used  than  when  either  the  geographical  or  the  population 
grouping  is  employed. 

7.  The  distribution  of  the  305  cities  and  towns  included  in 
the  main  Table,  as  to  percentage  of  total  valuation  which  would 
be  exempt,  is  as  follows : 

Sa  B  S^ioowoiooio© 

||  3       5      &      A    ■  £ ' '    $      ^     ■ '  &  ■  '  ■'  £  -    s 

Mm  io  \a  r-i  t-i  cq  in  ec  co  -*  •** 

$200    259  40  6  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

$300    179  105  16  3  2  0  0  0  0  0 

$500    63  169  51  14  3  4  1  0  0  0 

$700  30  130  96  28  11  4  5  1  0  0 

$1,000  17  65  116  60  22  12  7  3  2  1 

The  percentage  below  which  the  majority  of  cities  fall  is  4% 
at  $200,  5%  at  $300,  8%  at  $500,  10%  at  $700,  and  14%  at 
$1,000. 

8.  The  arithmetical  averages  for  the  305  cities  and  towns  are 
3.53%  at  $200,  5.20%  at  $300,  8.22%  at  $500,  10.85%  at  $700, 
and  14.12%  at  $1,000.  These  figures,  while  slightly  lower,  are 
very  close  to  the  corresponding  figures  for  counties  given  above. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  weighted  averages  for  the  cities  and  towns 
are  1.63%  at  $200,  2.43%  at  $300,  3.95%  at  $500,  5.35%  at  $700 
and  7.22%  at  $1,000.  These  are  materially  lower  than  the  county 
weighted  averages  and  reflect  the  dominating  influence  of  the 
larger  cities. 

9.  The  percentage  of  towns  which  would  lose  a  smaller  per- 
centage of  their  total  valuation  than  the  counties  in  which  they 
are  located  is  47%  at  $200,  48%  at  $300,  46%  at  $500  and  45% 
at  $700  and  $1,000.  In  view  of  the  comparative  county  and  city 
weighted  averages  it  might  be  expected  that  these  percentages 
would  be  higher.  Of  course,  however,  the  answer  lies  with  the 
smaller  towns,  which  are  preponderant  in  number.  The  situa- 
tion by  population  groups  is  as  follows : 
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Percentage  of  Towns  Which  Would  Lose  a  Larger  Percentage  of 
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They  Are  Located 


o 
o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

©^ 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

o 

lO 

o 

o 

<N 

i-H 

lO 

<M* 

i-T 

**u 

'*->   t. 

"H  ^ 

•H  _ 

«H 

«H 

U-t     fl) 

°& 

°S 

°g 

°o 

°o 

o-3 

to  > 

«!© 

Mo 

to  o 

tO  O 

to  S 

C  O 

co 

Cr-T 

So 

C  itt 

C  3 

*« 

£<N 

^S 

£lO 

*« 

£-d 

P.  C 

Sji 

£s 

&2 

0% 

17% 

8% 

34% 

53% 

65% 

0% 

25% 

8% 

38% 

57% 

67% 

There  are  9  towns  in  the  first  group,  12  in  the  second,  13  in 
the  third,  32  in  the  fourth,  83  in  the  fifth,  and  156  in  the  sixth. 

10.    The  comparative  status  of  cities  and  towns  by  population 
groups  may  be  further  illustrated  as  follows : 

Arithmetical  Averages  of  Percentage  of  City  and  Town  Total  Tax 
Valuation  Exempt,  by  Population  Groups 
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3.57 

5.70 
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10.04 
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5.05 

6.79 

9.08 

2.12 

3.15 
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TABLE  X 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Alamance  County... 

Burlington 

Elon  College 

Graham 

Mebane 

Alexander  County... 
Taylorsville 

Alleghany  County. .. 
Sparta 

Anson  County 

Ansonville 

Lilesville.. 

McFarlan 

Morven 

Peachland 

Polkton 

Wadesboro 

Ashe  County 

Jefferson 

West  Jefferson.. 

Avery  County 

Banners  Elk 

Elk  Park 

Newland 

Beaufort  County 

Aurora 

Belhaven 

Washington 

Bertie  County 

Aulander 

Colerain 

Kelford.. 

Windsor 

Bladen  County 

Bladenboro 

Clarkton 

Elizabethtown.. 

Brunswick  County. . 
Southport 

Buncombe  County.. 

Asheville 

Biltmore 

Black  Mountain 
Weaverville 

B  urke  County 

Glen  Alpine 

Morganton 

Valdese 

Cabarrus  County 

Concord 

Mt.  Pleasant... 

Caldwell  County 

Granite  Falls. . . 
Lenoir 

Camden  County 

Carteret  County 

Beaufort 

Morehead  City. 
Newport 

Caswell  County 

Milton 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

3.32 

4.95 

8.06 

10.85 

14.38 

1.62 

2.43 

4.01 

5.48 

7.90 

2.49 

3.73 

6.22 

8.66 

12.26 

2.70 

4.03 

6.46 

8.52 

10.85 

2.48 

3.71 

6.13 

8.39 

11.46 

5.09 

7.52 

12.01 

15.86 

20.48 

3.34 

4.94 

8.00 

10.67 

14.31 

7.13 

10.41 

16.19 

21.06 

27.02 

3.45 

5.17 

8.44 

11.44 

15.28 

2.69 

3.93 

6.08 

7.88 

10.01 

5.76 

8.25 

12.18 

14.74 

17.00 

2.95 

4.42 

7.24 

9.96 

13.60 

4.20 

6.20 

9.96 

13.21 

16.69 

5.14 

7.46 

11.68 

15.55 

20.39 

4.00 

5.96 

9.40 

12.12 

15.30 

5.88 

8.41 

12.95 

16.51 

20.15 

3.30 

4.79 

7.26 

9.26 

11.92 

13.67 

17.87 

23.51 

27.01 

30.29 

5.56 

8.08 

12.50 

16.28 

20.44 

4.68 

6.59 

9.87 

12.29 

14.84 

8.94 

12.94 

19.77 

25.00 

30.74 

7.12 

10.60 

17.21 

23.02 

30.19 

8.27 

12.36 

19.85 

26.18 

33.60 

7.07 

10.36 

15.84 

20.22 

25.10 

3.59 

5.26 

8.27 

10.86 

14.16 

6.34 

9.45 

15.15 

19.83 

25.55 

5.62 

7.99 

11.76 

14.54 

17.29 

2.10 

3.14 

5.12 

6.94 

9.44 

3.48 

4.95 

7.67 

10.04 

13.00 

2.76 

4.14 

6.82 

9.39 

13.04 

1.85 

2.78 

4.63 

6.48 

9.04 

5.22 

7.83 

12.61 

16.85 

21.79 

4.37 

6.36 

9.86 

12.95 

17.00 

4.44 

6.41 

9.75 

12.39 

15.41 

1.96 

2.88 

4.54 

5.93 

7.71 

2.15 

3.19 

5.20 

7.07 

9.40 

2.14 

3.17 

5.12 

6.91 

9.25 

6.91 

9.84 

14.35 

17.43 

20.38 

9.03 

12.90 

18.90 

23.51 

28.63 

2.31 

3.41 

5.43 

7.23 

9.55 

1.40 

2.09 

3.45 

4.76 

6.59 

.77 

1.16 

1.93 

2.70 

3.86 

2.74 

4.11 

6.83 

9.42 

13.04 

3.66 

5.45 

8.89 

12.21 

16.88 

2.48 

3.66 

5.88 

7.85 

10.26 

3.31 

4.96 

8.11 

11.05 

14.78 

2.03 

3.04 

5.00 

6.85 

9.34 

1.84 

2.76 

4.57 

6.28 

7.99 

1.72 

2.58 

4.25 

5.80 

7.81 

2.04 

3.05 

5.02 

6.85 

9.24 

3.75 

5.57 

9.01 

12.00 

15.64 

3.75 

5.49 

8.64 

11.33 

14.62 

1.15 

1.71 

2.80 

3.83 

5.23 

2.29 

3.40 

5.50 

7.35 

9.80 

3.35 

4.92 

7.82 

10.32 

13.48 

4.92 

7.15 

11.00 

14.06 

17.30 

4.67 

6.94 

11.02 

14.38 

18.46 

3.17 

4.74 

7.63 

10.13 

12.93 

5.59 

8.31 

13.01 

17.09 

21.80 

5.45 

8.07 

13.03 

17.65 

23.85 

13.30 

18.21 

25.83 

32.20 

40.96 
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TABLE  X— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 


$300 


$500 


$700 


$1,000 


Catawba  County 

Catawba 

Claremont 

Conover 

Hickory 

Long  view 

Maiden 

Newton 

Chatham  County 

Pittsboro 

SilerCity 

Cherokee  County 

Andrews 

Marble 

Murphy 

Chowan  County 

Edenton 

Cleveland  County 

Kings  Mountain. 

Lattimore 

Shelby 

Waco 

Columbus  County 

Cerro  Gordo 

Chadbourn 

Lake  Waccamaw 

Tabor  City 

Whiteville 

Craven  County 

Dover 

New  Bern 

Vanceboro 

Cumberland  County. 

Fayetteville 

Wade.. 

Currituck  County — 

Dare  County 

Manteo 

Davidson  County 

Denton 

Lexington 

Thomasville 

Davie  County 

Mocksville 

Duplin  County 

Beulaville 

Calypso. 

Kenansville 

Magnolia 

Rose  Hill 

Teacheys 

Wallace 

Warsaw 

Durham  County 

Durham 

Edgecombe  County. . 

Macclesfield 

Pinetops 

Tarboro 

Whitakers 

Forsyth  County 

Kernersville 

Winston-Salem . . 

Franklin  County 

Bunn 

Franklinton 

Louisburg 

Youngsville 


2 
2 
4 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
2 
3 
5 
3 
4 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
4 
5 
3 
2 

3 
2 
4 
14 
2 
5 
3 
2 
4 
3 
7 
7 
3 
4 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
2 
4 
5 
4 
1 
2 
1 


.40 
.40 
.23 
.23 
.46 
.43 
.85 
.50 
.36 
.72 
.36 
.16 
.27 
.47 
.36 
.65 
.94 
.84 
.28 
.69 
.21 
.36 
.11 
.47 
.90 
.91 
.25 
.93 
.58 
.83 
.84 
.33 
.84 
.55 
.48 
.50 
.93 
.10 
.25 
.22 
.70 
.00 
.62 
.46 
.33 
.61 
.15 
.20 
.87 
.50 
.85 
.06 
.86 
.86 
.81 
.14 
.78 
.24 
.03 
.50 
.22 
.85 
.97 
.10 
.42 
.18 
.07 
.80 


3.60 
3.58 
6.34 
3.34 
2.19 
3.65 
4.25 
3.75 
5.02 
4.08 
5.03 
7.42 
4.87 
6.63 
3.50 
5.37 
4.40 
4.25 
3.41 
4.03 
3.32 
6.44 
7.53 
5.17 
4.20 
1.30 
4.79 
4.35 
6.47 
20.05 
4.06 
7.92 
5.65 
3.78 
6.43 
5.14 
11.27 
10.61 
4.83 
6.31 
4.03 
4.50 
5.28 
5.12 
4.93 
6.76 
3.23 
6.25 
8.59 
6.65 
2.76 
3.07 


6.32 


4.46 
5.14 
1.83 
5.75 
1.46 
4.59 
3.55 
1.74 
4.52 
6.90 


5.94 
5.82 

10.57 
5.47 
3.64 
6.07 
6.99 
6.21 
8.19 
6.77 
8.32 

11.10 
7.89 

10.64 
5.65 
8.53 
7.15 
6.96 
5.54 
6.70 
5.46 

10.44 

11.85 
8.29 
6.34 
2.02 
7.56 
7.04 
9.53 

26.94 
5.98 

12.62 
8.82 
5.98 
9.64 
8.15 

16.46 

17.53 
7.77 

10.37 
6.53 
7.37 
8.23 
8.18 
7.89 

10.38 
5.31 

10.03 

12.79 

10.65 
4.35 
4.99 
4.60 
2.13 
2.03 
5.12 
6.38 

10.38 


8.18 

8.01 

14.69 

7.46 

5.03 

8.40 

9.60 

8.59 

11.06 

9.40 

11.41 

13.85 

10.60 

14.05 

7.56 

11.29 

9.73 

9.45 

7.33 

9.10 

7.40 

14.18 

15.48 

10.89 

8.07 

2.72 

10.03 

9.34 

11.92 

30.68 

7.62 

16.01 

11.44 

7.90 

11.69 

10.82 

19.81 

23.89 

10.34 

13.85 

8.70 

9.84 

10.76 

10.97 

10.52 

14.67 

7.03 

13.22 

15.37 

14.34 

5.79 

6.80 

6.33 

2.96 

2.83 

6.84 

8.55 

14.24 

9.16 

10.21 

4.14 

12.41 


10.45 


3 
9 

7. 

3 

9 

13 


11.21 

10.99 

20.24 

10.28 

7.01 

11.65 

13.11 

11.69 

14.70 

13.24 

15.54 

16.94 

13.93 

18.43 

10.07 

14.80 

13.14 

12.72 

9.49 

12.14 

9.83 

18.97 

19.83 

14.54 

10.21 

3.71 

13.26 

12.40 

14.70 

33.09 

9.79 

19.39 

14.65 

10.48 

14.16 

14.32 

22.47 

32.03 

13.45 

17.90 

11.36 

12.53 

13.88 

14.52 

13.91 

19.41 

9.15 

17.66 

18.21 

19.07 

7.28 

9.39 

8.67 

4.16 

3.99 

9.01 

10.85 

19.06 

11.63 

13.30 

5.58 

16.30 

4.57 

13.15 

9.84 

4.86 

12.93 

15.51 
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TABLE  X— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Gaston  County 

Belmont-.. 

Bessemer  City__ 

Cherryville 

Dallas 

Gastonia.. 

Lowell 

Mt.  Holly 

Stanley - 

Gates  County 

Gatesville 

Graham  County 

Robbinsville 

Granville  County.  _. 

Creedmoor 

Oxford 

Stem 

Stovall 

Greene  County 

Hookerton 

Snow  Hill 

Walstonburg... 

Guilford  County 

Gibsonville 

Greensboro 

High  Point 

Halifax  County 

Enfield 

Halifax 

Hobgood 

Littleton ... 

Roanoke  Rapids 
Scotland  Neck.. 
Weldon 

Harnett  County 

Angier... 

Dunn 

Lillington 

Haywood  County... 

Canton 

Clyde 

Hazel  wood 

Waynesville 

Henderson  County .. 
East  Flat  Rock. 
Hendersonville.. 

Hertford  County 

Ahoskie 

Murfreesboro. . . 
Winton 

Hoke  County 

Raeford 

Hyde  County 

Iredell  County 

Harmony 

Mooresville 

Statesville 

Troutman 

Jackson  County 

Sylva 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

1.09 

1.62 

2.66 

3.59 

4.81 

.56 

.86 

1.43 

1.99 

2.75 

1.99 

2.94 

4.72 

6.17 

7.86 

1.66 

2.48 

4.08 

5.54 

7.38 

3.02 

4.52 

7.36 

9.89 

12.92 

1.06 

1.59 

2.59 

3.48 

4.64 

.41 

.61 

1.00 

1.35 

1.83 

1.27 

1.90 

3.11 

4.23 

5.73 

2.29 

3.43 

5.63 

7.63 

10.24 

3.70 

5.43 

8.64 

11.49 

15.18 

2.96 

4.43 

7.27 

10.05 

14.05 

2.49 

3.53 

5.20 

6.41 

7.76 

3.65 

5.43 

8.84 

12.11 

16.81 

2.25 

3.34 

5.41 

7.29 

9.75 

2.98 

4.43 

7.01 

9.39 

12.52 

2.03 

3.03 

4.98 

6.75 

9.06 

1.94 

2.91 

4.77 

6.53 

9.02 

3.60 

5.30 

8.31 

11.10 

13.82 

2.32 

3.45 

5.65 

7.76 

10.70 

4.38 

6.46 

10.25 

13.45 

17.51 

3.73 

5.43 

8.68 

11.77 

16.08 

3.10 

4.66 

7.69 

10.57 

14.17 

1.34 

1.99 

3.25 

4.44 

6.06 

1.67 

2.44 

3.90 

5.25 

6.94 

.77 

1.16 

1.92 

2.67 

3.73 

1.20 

1.80 

2.98 

4.14 

5.75 

2.18 

3.22 

5.11 

6.72 

8.73 

3.02 

4.49 

7.22 

9.64 

12.95 

2.79 

4.15 

6.60 

8.82 

11.47 

5.47 

7.78 

11.67 

15.08 

18.98 

4.56 

6.66 

10.35 

13.52 

17.68 

.56 

.84 

1.39 

1.94 

2.67 

2.75 

4.09 

6.62 

8.86 

11.80 

2.64 

3.95 

6.49 

8.75 

11.66 

3.23 

4.78 

7.67 

10.26 

13.62 

3.37 

4.99 

8.01 

10.54 

13.27 

2.60 

3.83 

6.07 

8.04 

10.50 

2.96 

4.28 

6.65 

8.82 

11.92 

3.05 

4.50 

7.12 

9.35 

12.01 

1.95 

2.90 

4.74 

6.40 

8.46 

8.05 

11.77 

18.36 

23.72 

30.31 

3.45 

5.10 

8.01 

10.29 

12.81 

2.53 

3.76 

6.06 

8.08 

10.67 

2.69 

3.96 

6.28 

8.26 

10.73 

2.90 

4.31 

6.97 

9.36 

12.34 

1.15 

1.72 

2.83 

3.83 

5.22 

3.02 

4.48 

7.20 

9.68 

12.97 

3.23 

4.81 

7.75 

10.32 

13.83 

3.81 

5.65 

9.03 

12.10 

16.47 

9.90 

14.42 

22.61 

29.58 

37.84 

2.42 

3.55 

5.66 

7.61 

10.22 

2.57 

3.71 

5.84 

7.72 

10.29 

4.34 

6.25 

9.62 

12.38 

15.66 

2.81 

4.18 

6.80 

9.20 

12.33 

5.95 

8.92 

14.86 

20.73 

28.30 

2.30 

3.43 

5.60 

7.63 

10.34 

1.77 

2.66 

4.40 

6.05 

8.24 

5.25 

7.88 

13.14 

18.29 

24.70 

5.07 

7.39 

11.45 

14.72 

18.49 

1.50 

2.20 

3.53 

4.76 

6.48 
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TABLE  X— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 
ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  Unit 


Johnston  County 

Benson 

Clayton 

Four  Oaks 

Kenly 

Micro 

Princeton 

Selma 

Smithfield 

Jones  County 

Trenton 

Lee  County 

Jonesboro 

Sanford 

Lenoir  County 

Kinston 

LaGrange 

Pink  Hill 

Lincoln  County 

Lincolnton 

Macon  County 

Franklin 

Highlands 

Madison  County 

Hot  Springs 

Marshall 

Mars  Hill 

Martin  County 

Everetts 

Hamilton 

Jamesville 

Oak  City 

Robersonville 

Williamston 

McDowell  County 

Marion 

Nebo 

Mecklenburg  County. 

Charlotte 

Cornelius 

Davidson 

Matthews 

Mitchell  County 

Spruce  Pine 

Montgomery  County . 

Biscoe 

Candor 

Mt.  Gilead 

Star 

Troy 

Moore  County 

Aberdeen 

Carthage 

Pinebluff 

Southern  Pines.. 
Vass_ 

Nash  County 

Bailey 

Battleboro 

Middlesex 

Nashville 

Rocky  Mount 

Sharpsburg 

Spring  Hope 

New  Hanover  County 
Carolina  Beach.. 

Wilmington 

Wrightsville 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

2.88 

4.31 

7.07 

9.65 

13.13 

2.46 

3.68 

6.10 

8.39 

11.60 

1.99 

2.99 

4.92 

6.78 

9.47 

3.19 

4.76 

7.70 

10.33 

13.63 

4.72 

6.97 

11.26 

14.75 

18.81 

4.78 

7.00 

11.36 

15.44 

20.84 

4.71 

6.90 

10.94 

14.63 

19.09 

2.90 

4.30 

6.92 

9.22 

12.11 

2.21 

3.31 

5.44 

7.40 

10.12 

3.49 

5.17 

8.30 

11.03 

14.65 

6.74 

10.04 

16.16 

21.68 

28.86 

2.71 

4.01 

6.46 

8.71 

11.74 

4.43 

6.52 

10.29 

13.52 

17.93 

1.79 

2.67 

4.36 

5.95 

8.17 

2.30 

3.39 

5.40 

7.20 

9.61 

2.55 

3.78 

5.95 

7.82 

10.17 

4.83 

7.00 

10.59 

13.52 

17.49 

3.36 

4.88 

7.61 

10.19 

13.79 

3.77 

5.59 

9.02 

12.17 

16.38 

2.93 

4.31 

6.89 

9.21 

12.29 

6.15 

8.97 

13.89 

17.85 

22.41 

2.72 

4.05 

6.60 

8.97 

12.15 

2.25 

3.37 

5.50 

7.35 

9.79 

9.29 

13.34 

19.99 

25.08 

30.75 

2.86 

4.20 

6.57 

8.45 

10.53 

7.22 

10.34 

15.93 

20.86 

27.38 

8.41 

12.40 

19.78 

26.24 

34.15 

3.12 

4.60 

7.21 

9.48 

12.43 

3.32 

4.98 

8.22 

11.22 

15.17 

13.59 

19.26 

27.15 

32.21 

36.72 

9.70 

14.31 

20.87 

25.45 

30.67 

5.53 

8.24 

13.10 

16.67 

20.62 

3.81 

5.64 

8.88 

11.76 

15.45 

4.24 

6.27 

9.56 

12.16 

15.56 

2.33 

3.40 

5.24 

6.69 

8.32 

1.47 

2.20 

3.65 

5.05 

7.02 

3.88 

5.72 

9.14 

11.87 

14.61 

1.26 

1.88 

3.10 

4.27 

5.86 

1.02 

1.52 

2.52 

3.50 

4.87 

2.60 

3.89 

6.40 

8.64 

11.00 

2.82 

4.19 

6.85 

9.25 

12.62 

3.78 

5.67 

9.29 

12.75 

17.24 

5.79 

8.31 

12.53 

15.76 

19.24 

3.40 

4.96 

7.65 

9.85 

12.47 

1.79 

2.64 

4.19 

5.52 

7.09 

1.73 

2.59 

4.23 

5.70 

7.35 

2.26 

3.40 

5.66 

7.88 

10.97 

2.29 

3.36 

5.40 

7.33 

10.14 

2.97 

4.45 

7.35 

10.13 

13.47 

1.88 

2.82 

4.61 

6.22 

8.15 

3.24 

4.64 

7.04 

9.07 

11.51 

3.29 

4.63 

6.85 

8.94 

11.75 

3.60 

5.37 

8.73 

11.83 

15.79 

3.03 

4.52 

7.45 

10.18 

13.80 

3.04 

4.25 

6.15 

7.83 

10.17 

4.78 

6.73 

9.99 

12.85 

16.52 

2.43 

3.63 

5.91 

8.01 

10.78 

3.60 

5.34 

8.76 

12.02 

15.95 

3.41 

4.98 

7.50 

9.78 

12.81 

6.06 

8.76 

13.80 

17.72 

21.48 

2.93 

4.38 

7.14 

9.75 

13.46 

1.83 

2.72 

4.40 

5.85 

7.64 

4.40 

6.55 

10.82 

14.72 

18.60 

3.31 

4.91 

7.68 

10.13 

13.20 

1.53 

2.28 

3.75 

5.13 

6.99 

.74 

1.11 

1.82 

2.44 

3.24 

1.38 

2.07 

3.44 

4.76 

6.60 

.28 

.42 

.67 

.91 

1.27 
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TABLE  X— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  op  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Northampton  County  . 

3.40 

2.27 
3.96 
3.50 
2.14 
3.25 
3.69 
4.55 
3.44 
4.79 

10.12 
3.91 
2.75 
2.54 
4.96 
7.06 
7.10 
2.80 
2.77 
5.95 
4.54 
5.26 
3.59 
3.88 
2.74 
3.09 
2.01 
6.09 
4.10 
1.95 
2.66 
1.98 

11.16 
5.08 
4.76 
3.44 
3.31 
4.14 
4.91 
2.70 
2.17 
3.44 
3.93 
5.90 
1.67 
4.11 
2.73 
1.77 
2.70 
3.35 
1.88 
2.09 
2.64 
3.65 
2.86 
3.87 
3.75 
3.58 
2.39 
1.77 
.99 
2.36 
1.56 
3.43 

5.03 
3.31 
5.84 
5.25 
3.24 
4.78 
5.24 
6.68 
5.00 
6.99 

14.88 
5.71 
4.03 
3.78 
7.23 
9.74 

10.53 
4.16 
4.15 
8.46 
6.75 
7.64 
5.30 
5.80 
4.07 
4.58 
2.98 
8.85 
6.09 
2.89 
3.93 
2.94 

16.50 
7.23 
6.97 
5.07 
4.90 
6.10 
7.29 
4.01 
3.23 
5.10 
5.89 
8.83 
2.46 
5.97 
4.09 
2.63 
3.95 
4.77 
2.83 
3.10 
3.89 
5.46 
4.15 
5.64 
5.55 
5.32 
3.55 
2.65 
1.48 
3.51 
2.33 
5.13 

8.00 

5.25 

8.78 

8.62 

5.16 

7.82 

8.10 

10.50 

7.66 

10.92 

23.62 

8.97 

6.43 

6.10 

11.39 

14.00 

17.03 

6.70 

6.78 

12.62 

10.80 

11.77 

8.41 

9.46 

6.57 

7.29 

4.80 

13.76 

9.75 

4.51 

6.39 

4.72 

25.76 

10.57 

10.84 

7.92 

7.84 

9.51 

11.73 

6.56 

5.15 

8.05 

9.75 

13.77 

3.91 

9.60 

6.69 

4.20 

6.26 

7.31 

4.65 

5.04 

6.04 

8.99 

6.47 

8.87 

8.75 

8.52 

5.79 

4.33 

2.45 

5.68 

3.83 

8.34 

10.62 

7.03 

10.84 

11.72 

6.93 

10.77 

10.86 

13.73 

10.00 

14.44 

30.44 

11.83 

8.60 

8.20 

15.24 

17.10 

22.69 

8.96 

9.14 

15.95 

14.16 

15.20 

11.17 

12.73 

8.79 

9.54 

6.47 

18.17 

12.89 

5.83 

8.77 

6.28 

33.46 

12.99 

13.99 

10.60 

10.29 

12.14 

15.65 

8.96 

6.76 

10.69 

13.15 

17.60 

5.19 

12.56 

9.16 

5.64 

8.28 

9.62 

6.38 

6.87 

8.02 

12.44 

8.15 

11.28 

11.55 

11.34 

7.85 

5.86 

3.31 

7.63 

5.17 

11.23 

13.82 

Conway 

9.28 

Garysburg .   .     

12.96 

Jackson  .  

15.83 

Margarettsville 

8.64 

Seaboard .. . 

14.52 

Severn . .  . 

14.74 

Onslow  County 

17.79 

Jacksonville 

13.21 

Richlands 

19.30 

Swansboro. . 

38.28 

Orange  County 

15.40 

Carrboro . 

11.03 

Chapel  Hill 

10.99 

Hillsboro . 

20.23 

Pamlico  County 

20.28 

Oriental 

29.21 

Pasquotank  County  

11.87 

Elizabeth  City _.  . 

12.13 

Pender  County. .   .  .     _.  . 

19.78 

Atkinson 

18.61 

Burgaw      ._     ._.            

19.57 

Perquimans  County . 

14.70 

Hertford .  . .  . 

16.91 

Person  County..    _  ..  .. .  . 

11.69 

Roxboro   ._ . 

12.32 

Pitt  County 

8.76 

Ayden. .  .  .  ._  .. 

24.01 

Bethel 

17.00 

Farmville .  .       .. 

7.53 

Fountain .  .  . 

12.26 

Greenville..  _  .  .  .  .  . 

8.36 

Grimesland      ..   .       _  ..  .. 

41.20 

Winterville.  .  ..       .     

15.42 

Polk  County 

17.65 

Columbus .  ...  . ... 

13.96 

Saluda    _  . ..     .  . 

13.12 

Tryon     __ .          

15.22 

Randolph  County .  _       

20.56 

Asheboro .  _  _ . 

12.12 

Franklinville.. _ 

8.60 

Liberty ......         . 

14.17 

Ramseur. .  . . 

16.90 

Randleman..        .. 

21.88 

Richmond  County..    ._......     . 

6.80 

Ellerbe 

15.84 

Hamlet.       ...     ..... 

12.67 

Rockingham  . . . 

7.59 

Robeson  County ...     ..... 

10.88 

Fairmont. .  ..     

12.62 

Lumber  Bridge ..     ...     

8.27 

Lumberton . 

9.40 

Maxton  . ..     . . . 

10.68 

Parkton  .....     .... 

Pembroke  .......     .. _. 

Proctorville  . .... 

Red  Springs  .  . ... 

Rowland    .     . 

17.35 
9.61 
13.81 
15.30 
15.22 

St.  Pauls 

Rockingham  County ....       .  .  . 

10.51 

7.80 

Leaksville..  .  . 

Madison.       .... 

Reidsville..           _         .  

Stoneville 

4.48 
10.23 

6.88 
14.84 
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TABLE  X— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  op  Unit 


Rowan  County 

China  Grove — 

East  Spencer 

Faith__ 

Granite  Quarry . 

Landis 

Rockwell 

Salisbury 

Spencer 

Rutherford  County.  . 

Ellenboro 

Forest  City 

Lake  Lure 

Rutherfordton.. 
Spindale 

Sampson  County 

Clinton 

Roseboro 

Salemburg 

Scotland  County 

Gibson 

Laurinburg 

Wagram 

Stanly  County 

Albemarle 

New  London 

Norwood 

Stokes  County 

Surry  County 

Elkin. 

Mt.  Airy ... 

Pilot  Mountain. 

Swain  County 

Bryson  City 

Transylvania  County 

Brevard 

Rosman 

Tyrrell  County 

Columbia 

Union  County 

Indian  Trail 

Marshville 

Monroe 

Waxhaw 

Wingate 

Wake  County 

Apex 

Cary 

Fuquay  Springs. 

Garner 

Holly  Springs 

Raleigh 

Wake  Forest 

Wendell 

Zebulon 

Warren  County 

Warren  ton 

Washington  County. 

Creswell 

Plymouth 

Roper 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 


$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

1.62 

2.42 

4.02 

5.58 

7.80 

1.95 

2.93 

4.88 

6.80 

9.40 

4.38 

6.57 

10.90 

14.98 

20.38 

5.67 

8.50 

13.93 

19.05 

25.27 

3.96 

5.88 

9.64 

13.34 

18.36 

1.25 

1.88 

3.11 

4.31 

5.94 

2.57 

3.85 

6.42 

8.97 

12.48 

.93 

1.39 

2.32 

3.25 

4.62 

1.71 

2.56 

4.27 

5.98 

8.53 

3.23 

4.80 

7.78 

10.43 

13.68 

3.91 

5.81 

9.38 

12.65 

16.26 

2.68 

3.99 

6.50 

8.73 

11.55 

.19 

.29 

.45 

.61 

.80 

2.62 

3.93 

6.45 

8.78 

11.90 

1.87 

2.80 

4.59 

6.02 

7.09 

4.28 

6.30 

9.99 

13.27 

17.50 

3.50 

5.18 

8.18 

10.74 

14.15 

1.81 

2.63 

3.96 

4.84 

5.74 

5.79 

8.59 

13.88 

18.84 

25.72 

1.81 

2.67 

4.21 

5.56 

7.33 

3.68 

5.34 

8.06 

10.26 

13.24 

2.72 

4.04 

6.29 

8.12 

10.54 

3.21 

4.65 

6.98 

8.91 

11.58 

2.19 

3.27 

5.31 

7.13 

9.34 

1.23 

1.85 

3.09 

4.30 

6.07 

4.88 

7.31 

12.19 

16.94 

22.93 

3.36 

5.02 

7.90 

10.44 

13.62 

4.06 

6.05 

9.96 

13.69 

18.82 

3.19 

4.72 

7.61 

10.20 

13.47 

.86 

1.29 

2.15 

3.00 

4.23 

1.64 

2.46 

4.09 

5.59 

7.58 

2.24 

3.33 

5.47 

7.52 

10.51 

3.31 

4.70 

6.86 

8.38 

9.93 

3.47 

5.09 

7.89 

10.26 

13.06 

4.52 

6.46 

9.63 

12.13 

15.09 

2.70 

3.96 

6.12 

8.04 

10.72 

1.91 

2.77 

4.25 

5.48 

6.99 

5.19 

7.54 

11.68 

15.14 

19.25 

7.71 

11.31 

17.12 

21.77 

27.55 

4.18 

6.20 

10.01 

13.37 

17.41 

7.96 

11.28 

16.35 

19.87 

22.28 

3.97 

5.81 

9.34 

12.55 

16.59 

2.38 

3.55 

5.69 

7.54 

10.02 

3.51 

4.97 

7.58 

9.99 

12.66 

4.75 

7.00 

11.25 

15.19 

20.40 

1.94 

2.90 

4.77 

6.52 

8.92 

2.14 

3.18 

5.14 

6.92 

9.34 

3.99 

5.89 

9.39 

12.59 

16.84 

2.93 

4.38 

7.26 

9.92 

13.59 

4.88 

7.32 

11.85 

15.86 

20.30 

3.48 

5.22 

8.46 

11.41 

14.74 

1.32 

1.98 

3.27 

4.51 

6.22 

3.09 

4.63 

7.60 

10.24 

13.73 

2.29 

3.44 

5.71 

7.98 

11.38 

2.06 

3.09 

5.11 

6.90 

9.39 

5.48 

7.98 

12.32 

15.93 

20.29 

2.23 

3.35 

5.56 

7.71 

10.83 

3.25 

4.78 

7.52 

9.85 

12.83 

5.80 

8.61 

13.44 

17.33 

21.57 

4.14 

6.06 

9.42 

12.28 

15.75 

5.43 

7.90 

11.98 

14.64 

17.12 
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TABLE  X— Continued 

PERCENTAGE  OF  TOTAL  TAX  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS 

ASSUMED  LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  Unit 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Watauga  County 

7.04 
1.45 
4.58 
2.01 
1.77 
1.68 
2.81 
4.48 
6.42 
1.26 
2.83 
5.85 
2.36 
4.33 
8.04 
4.26 
6.46 
2.02 
6.71 
3.27 
14.99 
6.20 
8.33 
3.80 

10.21 
2.14 
6.79 
3.00 
2.65 
2.51 
4.15 
6.72 
9.26 
1.88 
4.03 
8.72 
3.52 
6.30 

11.54 
6.21 
9.51 
3.03 
9.83 
4.83 

21.69 
8.96 

11.90 
5.59 

15.79 
3.47 

10.89 
4.87 
4.39 
4.07 
6.57 

11.11 

14.06 
3.04 
6.08 

14.19 
5.73 
9.93 

17.57 
9.78 

14.54 
4.95 

15.49 
7.21 

32.44 

13.82 

17.84 
8.86 

20.46 

4.62 

14.63 

6.56 

6.09 

5.42 

8.73 

15.24 

17.86 

4.13 

7.71 

19.25 

7.72 

12.30 

22.46 

12.86 

18.82 

6.66 

20.38 

9.02 

39.78 

17.89 

22.45 

11.73 

26.09 

Blowing  Rock . 

6.08 

Boone 

19.82 

Wayne  County 

8.80 

Fremont 

8.40 

Goldsboro 

7.21 

Mt.  Olive... 

11.66 

Pikeville  . 

20.63 

Wilkes  County 

22.15 

North  Wilkesboro 

5.63 

Ronda 

9.40 

Wilkesboro 

25.99 

Wilson  County . .. 

10.31 

Black  Creek 

14.16 

Elm  City 

27.74 

Lucama 

16.10 

Stantonsburg 

Wilson .     .  ... 

24.00 
8  81 

Yadkin  County 

26.53 

East  Bend 

10.67 

Jonesville 

46.40 

Yadkinville 

22.85 

Yancey  County 

27.50 

Burnsville..  .     

15.43 
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Durham 

Gaston 

Forsyth 

MecKlenburg 

Guilford 

Richmond 

New  Hanoverf ""  M 

Montgomery 

Scot/and 

Graham 

RocKingham 

Rowan 

Cabarrus 

McDowell 

Halifax 

Pitt 

Wayne 

Wake 

Edgecombe 

Stanly 

Buncombe 

Lenoir 

Granville 

Swain 

Anson 

Hoke 

Wilson 

Greene 

Henderson 

Nash 

Robeson 

Catawba 

Moore 

Person 

Lee 

Pasquotank 

Haywood 

Iredell 

Martin 

Cleveland 

Washington 

Hertford 

Bertie 

Johnston 

Frank/in 

Davidson 

5urry 

Camden 


CHART  III. 

Percentage  of  Total  Tax  Valuation  Exempt,  Counties  by  Rank  at 

$1,000  Exemption 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 

(Burke,  Clay  and  Vance  Counties  Omitted) 
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Harnett 

Rutherford 

Northampton 

Dai/te 

Duplin 

Beaufort 

Currituck 

Alamance 

Ca  Id  we  If 

Cumberland 

Tones 

Chatham 

Craven 

Perquimans 

Chowan 

Transylvania 

Cafes 

Orange 

Bladen 

Hyde 

Lincoln 

Cherokee 

Carteret 

Union 

Sampson 

Polk 

Onslow 

Tackson 

Stokes 

Mitchell 

Tyrrell 

Pender 

Columbus 
Pamlico 

Warren 

Brunswick 

Alexander 

Randolph 

Wilkes 

Macon 

Dare 

Caswell 

Watauga 

Yadkin 

Alleghany 

Yancey 

Ashe 

Avery 

Mad/son 
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CHART  III. 

Percentage  of  Total  Tax  Valuation  Exempt,  Counties  by  Rank  at 

$1,000  Exemption 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 

(Burke,  Clay  and  Vance  Counties  Omitted) 
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Tables  X-A  and  X-B 
Explanatory  Comments: 

1.  Table  X-A  was  prepared  to  illustrate  the  difference,  in 
terms  of  tax  valuation  exempt,  between  a  flat  exemption  and  a 
percentage  exemption.  It  shows:  first,  the  percentage  of  total 
valuation  which  would  be  exempt  if  the  first  $500  of  valuation  of 
each  owner-occupied  home  were  exempt;  second,  the  percentage 
of  total  tax  valuation  which  would  be  exempt  if  50%  of  the  first 
$1,000  of  valuation  of  each  such  home  were  exempt  (in  other 
words,  a  50%  exemption,  with  a  limit  of  $500  on  the  exempted 
amount)  ;  and  third,  the  percentage  by  which  the  loss  of  valua- 
tion would  be  reduced  if  the  second  plan  were  adopted  instead 
of  the  former. 

2.  It  is  obvious  from  the  Table  that,  in  every  case,  the  valua- 
tion exempt  under  the  50%  plan  would  be  more  than  half  the 
amount  which  would  be  exempt  under  the  flat  exemption  plan. 
The  reason  for  this  is  as  follows:  If  a  flat  $500  exemption  is 
granted,  homes  valued  at  $500  or  less  are  completely  exempt, 
while  those  valued  at  more  than  $500  receive  the  full  $500  exemp- 
tion. Under  the  50%  plan,  with  a  $500  limit  on  the  exempted 
amount,  homes  valued  at  $500  or  less  receive  exactly  half  the 
exemption  they  receive  under  the  flat  exemption  plan,  homes 
valued  at  from  $500  to  $1,000  receive  more  than  half,  and  homes 
valued  at  $1,000  or  more  receive  the  same  exemption.  Thus,  no 
home  receives  less  than  half  the  exemption  it  would  receive  un- 
der the  flat  exemption  plan,  many  homes  receive  more  than  half 
and  many  receive  the  same  amount.  If  all  homes  in  a  particular 
unit  are  valued  at  $1,000  or  more  (as  is  the  case,  for  instance, 
in  Biltmore  Forest)  the  results  of  the  two  plans  are  exactly  the 
same.  In  fact,  at  the  $500  maximum  assumed  by  the  Table,  the 
valuation  lost  is  not  half  of  that  lost  by  a  $500  flat  exemption, 
but  half  that  lost  by  a  $1,000  flat  exemption. 

3.  The  50%  plan,  of  course,  would  prevent  any  home  owner 
from  being  relieved  of  all  his  taxes.  On  the  other  hand,  it  would 
be  relatively  less  favorable  to  small  home  owners  than  the  flat 
exemption  plan.  Under  the  50%  plan  many  small  home  owners 
would  not  receive  the  maximum  exemption  permitted,  and  all  of 
them  would  have  to  share  in  such  replacement  taxes  as  might 
be  levied  on  property.  The  large  home  owner  would  still  receive 
the  maximum  exemption  permitted  and  would  have  a  slightly 
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smaller  share  of  any  replacement  taxes  to  carry  than  he  would 
under  the  other  plan. 

4.  In  terms  of  percentage  of  total  tax  valuation  exempt,  the 
difference  between  the  two  plans  covered  by  the  Table  is  not  as 
great  as  might  at  first  be  supposed.  On  an  arithmetical  average 
basis,  the  average  county  would  have  86%  as  much  valuation 
exempt  under  the  50%  plan  as  under  the  flat  exemption  plan, 
and  the  average  city  would  have  88%  as  much  exempt.  The  units 
having  relatively  few  homes  valued  at  less  than  $1,000  are  above 
these  averages,  while  those  having  relatively  many  such  homes 
are  below  the  averages. 

5.  Table  X-R  shows  the  percentages  of  total  tax  valuation 
which  would  be  exempted  by  an  exemption  of  50%  of  the  first 
$500  of  the  value  of  each  owner-occupied  home.  Just  as  an  exemp- 
tion of  50%  of  the  first  $1,000  of  home  value,  shown  by  Table 
X-A,  results  in  loss  of  exactly  half  the  valuation  lost  by  a  flat 
exemption  of  $1,000,  so  the  figures  shown  by  Table  X-B  are 
exactly  half  those  shown  by  Table  X  for  a  flat  $500  exemption. 
Similarly,  though  special  Tables  showing  them  are  not  included, 
exemption  of  50%  of  the  first  $200,  $300  or  $700  of  owner- 
occupied  home  values  would  exempt  exactly  half  the  percentages 
of  total  tax  valuation  shown  by  Table  X  for  $200,  $300 
and  $700,  respectively.  A  rough  approximation  of  percentages 
of  total  valuation  lost  by  an  exemption  of  50%  of  the  first  $400 
of  home  value  can  be  obtained  by  adding  the  Table  X  figures  for 
$300  and  $500  and  dividing  the  total  by  four.  Similarly,  to 
determine  roughly  the  effect  of  exempting  50%  of  the  first  $600 
of  home  value,  add  the  Table  X  figures  for  $500  and  $700  and 
divide  the  total  by  four. 

The  Tables  offer  no  similar  gauge  of  the  result  of  any  50% 
plan  which  would  permit  exemption  of  more  than  $500.  How- 
ever, if  such  a  plan  permitted  exemption  of  $700  (i.  e.,  50%  of 
the  first  $1,400  of  homestead  valuation)  or  of  $1,000,  it  would 
result  in  exempting  a  percentage  of  total  valuation  considerably 
in  excess  of  half  the  percentages  shown  in  the  $700  and  $1,000 
columns  in  Table  X. 

6.  If  any  50%  plan  were  adopted,  results  indicated  in  Tables 
III  through  XVIII  would  be  modified,  as  they  are  all  based  on  as- 
sumed flat  exemptions. 
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TABLE  X-A 

Comparison,  as  to  Percentage  of  Total  Tax  Valuation  Exempt,  between: 
(1)  a  Plan  Exempting  First  $500  in  Value  of  Each  Owner-Occupied  Home; 
and  (2)  a  Plan  Exempting  50%  of  First  $1,000  in  Value  of  Each  Owner- 
Occupied  Home. 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Percentage  of 

Total  Tax 

Valuation 

Exempt, 

Name  of  Unit  Plan    (1) 

Alamance   County  8.06 

Burlington  4.01 

Elon  College  6.22 

Graham  6.46 

Mebane  6.13 

Alexander  County  12.01 

Taylorsville   8.00 

Alleghany  County  16.19 

Sparta  8.44 

Anson  County  6.08 

Ansonville    12.18 

Lilesville    7.24 

McFarlan  9.96 

Morven  11.68 

Peachland    9.40 

Polkton  12.95 

Wadesboro   7.26 

Ashe  County  23.51 

Jefferson  12.50 

West  Jefferson  9.87 

Avery  County  19.77 

Banner  Elk  17.21 

Elk  Park  19.85 

Newland  15.84 

Beaufort  County  8.27 

Aurora    15.15 

Belhaven    11.76 

Washington  5.12 

Bertie  County  7.67 

Aulander    6.82 

Colerain    4.63 

Kelford  12.61 

Windsor    9.86 

Bladen  County  9.75 

Bladenboro  4.54 

Clarkton  5.20 

Elizabethtown  5.12 

Brunswick    County    14.35 

Southport  18.90 

Buncombe   County  5.43 

Asheville    3.45 

Biltmore   1.93 

Black  Mountain  6.83 

Weaverville   8.89 

Burke  County  5.88 

Glen  Alpine  8.11 

Morganton  5.00 

Valdese  4.57 

Cabarrus  County  4.25 


Percentage  of 

Total  Tax 

Valuation 

Exempt, 

Plan     (2) 

Percentage  of 

Decrease  in 

Valuation 

Exempted, 

(Plan    (2)    as 
Compared 

with  Plan  ( 1 ) 

7.19 

10.79 

3.95 

1.50 

6.13 

1.45 

5.43 

15.94 

5.73 

6.53 

10.24 

14.74 

7.16 

10.50 

13.51 

16.55 

7.64 

9.48 

5.00 

17.76 

8.50 

30.21 

6.80 

6.08 

8.35 

16.16 

10.20 

12.67 

7.65 

18.62 

10.08 

22.16 

5.96 

17.91 

15.15 

35.56 

10.22 

18.24 

7.42 

24.82 

15.37 

22.26 

15.10 

12.26 

16.80 

15.37 

12.55 

20.77 

7.08 

14.39 

12.78 

15.64 

8.65 

26.45 

4.72 

7.81 

6.50 

15.25 

6.52 

4.40 

4.57 

1.30 

10.89 

13.64 

8.50 

13.79 

7.71 

20.92 

3.85 

15.20 

4.70 

9.62 

4.63 

9.57 

10.19 

28.99 

14.31 

24.29 

4.78 

11.97 

3.29 

4.64 

1.93 

0 

6.52 

4.54 

8.44 

5.06 

5.13 

12.76 

7.39 

8.88 

4.67 

6.60 

3.99 

12.69 

3.90 

8.24 
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TABLE  X-A— Continued 

Percentage  of  Percentage  of 

Total  Tax  Total  Tax 

Valuation  Valuation 

Exempt,  Exempt, 

Name  of  Unit                                             Plan    (1)  Plan     (2) 

Concord  5.02  4.62 

Mt.  Pleasant  9.01  7.82 

Caldwell  County  8.64  7.31 

Granite  Falls  2.80  2.62 

Lenoir  5.50  4.90 

Camden  County  7.82  6.74 

Carteret    County    11.00  8.65 

Beaufort  11.02  9.23 

Morehead  City  7.63  6.46 

Newport  13.01  10.90 

Caswell   County   13.03  11.92 

Milton  25.83  20.48 

Catawba   County   5.94  5.61 

Catawba  5.82  5.49 

Claremont    10.57  10.12 

Conover    5.47  5.14 

Hickory    3.64  3.50 

Longview  6.07  5.83 

Maiden    6.99  6.56 

Newton  6.21  5.84 

Chatham   County  8.19  7.35 

Pittsboro    6.77  6.62 

Siler  City  8.32  7.77 

Cherokee  County  11.10  8.47 

Andrews  7.89  6.96 

Marble    10.64  9.21 

Murphy    5.65  5.03 

Chowan  County 8.53  7.40 

Edenton    7.15  6.57 

Cleveland  County  6.96  6.36 

Kings   Mt 5.54  4.75 

Lattimore  6.70  6.07 

Shelby  5.46  4.92 

Waco  10.44  9.49 

Columbus  County  11.85  9.92 

Cerro   Gordo   8.29  7.27 

Chadbourn  6.34  5.11 

Lake   Waccamaw  2.02  1.86 

Tabor  City  7.56  6.63 

Whiteville    7.04  6.20 

Craven  County  9.53  7.35 

Dover    26.94  16.54 

New  Bern  5.98  4.89 

Vanceboro    12.62  9.70 

Cumberland  County 8.82  7.33 

Fayetteville   5.98  5.24 

Wade    9.64  7.08 

Currituck  County  8.15  7.16 

Dare  County  16.46  11.23 

Manteo   17.53  16.02 

Davidson  County  7.77  6.73 

Denton    10.37  8.95 

Lexington    6.53  5.68 

Thomasville  7.37  6.26 

Davie  County  8.23  6.94 

Mocksville    8.18  7.26 

Duplin  County  7.89  6.96 


Percentage  of 

Decrease  in 

Valuation 

Exempted, 

(Plan    (2)    as 
Compared 

with  Plan  (1) 

7.97 

13.21 

15.39 

6.43 

10.91 

13.81 

21.36 

16.24 

15.33 

16.22 

8.52 

20.71 

5.56 

5.67 

4.26 

6.03 

3.85 

3.95 

6.15 

5.96 

10.26 

2.22 

6.61 

23.69 

11.79 

13.44 

10.97 

13.25 

8.11 

8.62 

14.26 

9.40 

9.89 

9.10 

16.29 

12.30 

19.40 

7.92 

12.30 

11.93 

22.88 

38.60 

18.23 

23.14 

16.89 

12.37 

26.56 

12.15 

31.77 

8.61 

13.38 

13.69 

13.02 

15.06 

15.67 

11.25 

11.79 
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Percentage  of  Percentage  of 

Total  Tax  Total  Tax 

Valuation  Valuation 

Exempt,  Exempt, 

Name  of  Unit                                             Plan    (1)  Plan    (2) 

Beulaville    10.38  9.70 

Calypso  5.31  4.58 

Kenansville    10.03  8.83 

Magnolia    12.79  9.11 

Rose  Hill  10.65  9.53 

Teacheys    4.35  3.64 

Wallace  4.99  4.70 

Warsaw    4.60  4.34 

Durham  County  2.13  2.08 

Durham    2.03  1.99 

Edgecombe  County 5.12  4.51 

Macclesfield  6.38  5.43 

Pinetops   10.38  9.53 

Tarboro    7.06  5.82 

Whitakers    7.88  6.65 

Forsyth  County  3.02  2.79 

Kernersville     9.25  8.15 

Winston-Salem   2.42  2.29 

Franklin   County  7.37  6.58 

Bunn  5.73  4.92 

Franklinton  2.80  2.43 

Louisburg    7.14  6.46 

Youngsville    10.45  7.75 

Gaston  County  2.66  2.41 

Belmont    1.43  1.37 

Bessemer  City  4.72  3.93 

Cherryville     4.08  3.69 

Dallas  7.36  6.46 

Gastonia  2.59  2.32 

Lowell  1.00  .92 

Mt.  Holly  3.11  2.86 

Stanley  5.63  5.12 

Gates  County 8.64  7.59 

Gatesville  7.27  7.03 

Graham   County  5.20  3.88 

Robbinsville  8.84  8.41 

Granville  County  5.41  4.87 

Creedmoor    7.01  6.26 

Oxford    4.98  4.53 

Stem    4.77  4.51 

Stovall    8.31  6.91 

Greene  County   5.65  5.35 

Hookerton    10.25  8.75 

Snow   Hill   8.68  8.04 

Walstonburg   7.69  7.09 

Guilford    County   3.25  3.03 

Gibsonville  3.90  3.47 

Greensboro  1.92  1.86 

High  Point  2.98  2.87 

Halifax  County 5.11  4.36 

Enfield    7.22  6.48 

Halifax  6.60  5.74 

Hobgood  :.  11.67  9.49 

Littleton  10.35  8.84 

Roanoke  Rapids  1.39  1.34 

Scotland   Neck   6.62  5.90 

Weldon   6.49  5.83 


Percentage  of 

Decrease  in 

Valuation 

Exempted, 

(Plan    (2)    as 
Compared 

with  Plan  (1) 

6.55 

13.75 

11.96 

28.77 

10.52 

16.32 

5.81 

5.65 

2.35 

1.97 

11.91 

14.89 

8.19 

17.56 

15.61 

7.62 

11.89 

5.37 

10.84 

14.14 

13.21 

9.52 

25.84 

9.40 

4.20 

16.74 

9.56 

12.23 

10.42 

8.00 

8.04 

9.06 

12.15 

3.30 

25.38 

4.86 

9.98 

10.70 

9.04 

5.45 

16.85 

5.31 

14.63 

7.37 

7.80 

6.77 

11.03 

3.12 

3.69 

14.68 

10.25 

13.03 

18.68 

14.59 

3.60 

10.88 

10.17 
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TABLE  X-A— Continued 

Percentage  of  Percentage  of 

Total  Tax  Total  Tax 

Valuation  Valuation 

Exempt,  Exempt, 

Name  of  Unit                                            Plan   (1)  Plan    (2) 

Harnett  County 7.67  6.81 

Angier    8.01  6.64 

Dunn  6.07  5.25 

Lillington  6.65  5.96 

Haywood  County  7.12  6.00 

Canton    4.74  4.23 

Clyde 18.36  15.16 

Hazelwood   8.01  6.41 

Waynesville  6.06  5.33 

Henderson  County 6.28  5.36 

East  Flat  Rock  ...; 6.97  6.17 

Hendersonville    2.83  2.61 

Hertford  County  7.20  6.49 

Ahoskie 7.75  6.92 

Murfreesboro    9.03  8.23 

Winton   22.61  18.92 

Hoke  County 5.66  5.11 

Raeford    5.84  5.14 

Hyde  County  9.62  7.83 

Iredell  County 6.80  6.16 

Harmony    14.86  14.15 

Mooresville 5.60  5.17 

Statesville    4.40  4.12 

Troutman  13.14  12.35 

Jackson   County  11.45  9.25 

Sylva 3.53  3.24 

Johnston   County  7.07  6.57 

Benson    6.10  5.80 

Clayton 4.92  4.73 

Four  Oaks  7.70  6.82 

Kenly    11.26  9.41 

Micro    11.36  10.42 

Princeton 10.94  9.55 

Selma 6.92  6.05 

Smithfield  5.44  5.06 

Jones  County- 8.30  7.33 

Trenton    16.16  14.43 

Lee  County  6.46  5.87 

Jonesboro  10.29  8.97 

Sanford    4.36  4.08 

Lenoir  County 5.40  4.80 

Kinston  5.95  5.08 

La  Grange  10.59  8.74 

Pink  Hill  7.61  6.90 

Lincoln  County 9.02  8.19 

Lincolnton   6.89  6.15 

Macon  County  13.89  11.21 

Franklin     6.60  6.07 

Highlands 5.50  4.90 

Madison  County  19.99  15.38 

Hot  Springs 6.57  5.26 

Marshall     15.93   :  13.69 

Mars   Hill   19.78  17.08 

Martin  County  7.21  6.21 

Everetts  8.22  7.58 

Hamilton    27.15  18.36 

Jamesville    20.87  .  15.34 


Percentage  of 

Decrease  in 

Valuation 

Exempted, 

(Plan    (2)    as 
Compared 

with  Plan  (1) 

11.21 

17.10 

13.51 

10.38 

15.73 

10.76 

17.43 

19.98 

12.05 

14.65 

11.48 

7.77 

9.86 

10.71 

8.86 

16.32 

9.72 

11.99 

18.61 

9.41 

4.78 

7.68 

6.36 

6.01 

19.21 

8.22 

7.07 

4.92 

3.86 

11.43 

16.4a 

8.27 

12.71 

12.57 

6.99 

11.69 

10.71 

9.13 

12.83 

6.42 

11.11 

14.62 

17.47 

9.33 

9.20 

10.74 

19.29 

8.03 

10.91 

23.06 

19.94 

14.06 

13.65 

13.87 

7.79 

32.38 

26.50 
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TABLE   X-A — Continued  Percentage  of 

Decrease  in 

Percentage  of  Percentage  of  Valuation 

Total  Tax  Total  Tax  Exempted, 

Valuation  Valuation                  (Plan    (2)    as 

Exempt,  Exempt,  Compared 

Name  of  Unit                                             Plan   (1)  Plan    (2)                  with  Plan  (1) 

Oak   City  13.10  10.31  21.30 

Robersonville    8.88  7.73  12.95 

Williamston  9.56  7.78  18.62 

McDowell  County  5.24  4.16  20.61 

Marion   3.65  3.51  3.84 

Nebo    9.14  7.30  20.13 

Mecklenburg  County  3.10  2.98  3.87 

Charlotte    2.52  2.43  3.57 

Cornelius    6.40  5.50  14.06 

Davidson    6.85  6.31  7.88 

Matthews  9.29  8.62  7.21 

Mitchell  County  12.53  9.62  23.22 

Spruce  Pine  7.65  6.23  18.56 

Montgomery  County  4.19  3.55  15.27 

Biscoe   4.23  3.68  13.00 

Candor 5.66  5.49  3.00 

Mt.  Gilead  5.40  5.07  6.11 

Star  7.35  6.74  8.30 

Troy    4.61  4.08  11.50 

Moore  County  7.04  5.76  18.18 

Aberdeen    6.85  5.88  14.16 

Carthage    8.73  7.89  9.62 

Pinebluff 7.45  6.90  7.38 

Southern  Pines  6.15  5.09  17.24 

Vass  9.99  8.26  17.32 

Nash  County  5.91  5.39  8.80 

Bailey   8.76  7.97  9.02 

Battleboro    7.50  6.41  14.53 

Middlesex  13.80  10.74  22.17 

Nashville    7.14  6.73  5.74 

Rocky  Mt 4.40  3.82  13.18 

Sharpsburg   10.82  9.30  14.05 

Spring  Hope  7.68  6.60  14.06 

New  Hanover  County  3.75  3.50  6.67 

Carolina  Beach  1.82  1.62  10.99 

Wilmington   3.44  3.30  4.07 

Wrightsville  67  .63  5.97 

Northampton   County  8.00  6.91  13.62 

Conway  5.25  4.64  11.62 

Garysburg   8.78  6.48  26.20 

Jackson  8.62  7.91  8.24 

Margarettsville  5.16  4.32  16.28 

Seaboard    7.82  7.26  7.16 

Severn  8.10  7.37  9.01 

Onslow  County  10.50  8.89  15.33 

Jacksonville     7.66  6.61  13.70 

Richlands  10.92  9.65  11.63 

Swansboro   23.62  19.14  18.97 

Orange  County  8.97  7.70  14.16 

Carrboro  6.43  5.52  14.15 

Chapel   Hill  6.10  5.50  9.84 

Hillsboro    11.39  10.11  11.24 

Pamlico  County  14.00  10.14  27.57 

Oriental    17.03  14.60  14.27 

Pasquotank  County  6.70  5.94  11.34 

Elizabeth  City  6.78  6.06  10.62 

Pender  County  12.62  9.89  21.63 


Classification  Amendment  Commission  163 

TABLE    X-A — Continued  Percentage  of 

Decrease  in 

Percentage  of  Percentage  of  Valuation 

Total  Tax  Total  Tax  Exempted, 

Valuation  Valuation                   (Plan    (2)    as 

Exempt,  Exempt,  Compared 

Name  of  Unit                                             Plan    (1)  Plan     (2)                  with  Plan  (1> 

Atkinson    10.80  9.30  13.89 

Burgaw  11.77  9.78  16.91 

Perquimans  County  8.41  7.35  12.60 

Hertford  9.46  8.46  10.57 

Person   County  6.57  5.85  10.96 

Roxboro    7.29  6.16  15.50 

Pitt  County  4.80  4.38  8.75 

Ayden  13.76  12.01  12.72 

Bethel   9.75  8.50  12.82 

Farmville  4.51  3.76  16.63 

Fountain 6.39  6.13  4.07 

Greenville  4.72  4.18  11.44 

Grimesland 25.76  20.60  20.03 

Winterville  10.57  7.71  27.06 

Polk  County 10.84  8.82  18.63 

Columbus   7.92  6.98  11.87 

Saluda  7.84  6.56  16.33 

Tryon    9.51  7.61  19.98 

Randolph  County 11.73  10.28  12.36 

Asheboro    6.56  6.06  7.62 

Franklinville  5.15  4.30  16.50 

Liberty  8.05  7.08  12.05 

Ramseur  9.75  8.45  13.33 

Randleman  13.77  10.94  20.55 

Richmond  County  3.91  3.40  13.04 

Ellerbe    9.60  7.92  17.50 

Hamlet   6.69  6.34  5.25 

Rockingham  4.20  3.80  9.52: 

Robeson  County  6.26  5.44  13.10 

Fairmont    7.31  6.31  13.68 

Lumber  Bridge  4.65  4.14  10.97 

Lumberton  5.04  4.70  6.75 

Maxton  6.04  5.34  11.59 

Parkton    8.99  8.67  3.56 

Pembroke  6.47  4.81  25.66 

Proctorville   8.87  6.91  22.10 

Red  Springs 8.75  7.65  12.57 

Rowland   8.52  7.61  10.68 

St.  Pauls 5.79  5.26  9.15 

Rockingham  County 4.33  3.90  9.95 

Leaksville  2.45  2.24  8.57 

Madison   5.68  5.12  9.86 

Reidsville  3.83  3.44  10.18 

Stoneville  8.34  7.42  11.03 

Rowan   County  4.02  3.90  2.99 

China  Grove  4.88  4.70  3.69 

East  Spencer  10.90  10.19  6.51 

Faith  13.93  12.63  9.33 

Granite  Quarry  9.64  9.18  4.77 

Landis  3.11  2.97  4.50 

Rockwell  6.42  6.24  2.80 

Salisbury   2.32  2.31  .43 

Spencer  4.27  4.26  .23 

Rutherford  County  7.78  6.84  12.08 

Ellenboro   9.38  8.13  13.33 

Forest  City  6.50  5.77  11.23 

Lake  Lure  45  .40  11.11 
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Decrease  in 

Percentage  of  Percentage  of  Valuation 

Total  Tax  Total  Tax  Exempted, 

Valuation  Valuation                  (Plan    (2)    as 

Exempt,  Exempt,  Compared 

Name  of  Unit                                            Plan    (1)  Plan    (2)                  with  Plan  (1) 

Rutherfordton  ..; 6.45  5.95  7.75 

Spindale 4.59  3.55  22.66 

Sampson   County  9.99  8.75  12.41 

Clinton   8.18  7.07  13.57 

Roseboro  3.96  2.87  27.53 

Salemburg   .......; 13.88  12.86  7.35 

Scotland  County  4.21'  3.66  13.06 

Gibson 8.06  6.62  17.87 

Laurinburg 6.29  5.27  16.22 

Wagram  >,. 6.98  5.79  17.05 

Stanly   County ... 5.31  4.67  12.05 

Albemarle 3.09  3.03  1.94 

New  London  12.19  11.47  5.91 

Norwood  7.90  6.81  13.80 

Stokes  County  9.96  9.41  5.52 

Surry  County 7.61  6.74  11.45 

Elkin  2.15  2.11  1.86 

Mt.  Airy 4.09  3.79  7.33 

Pilot  Mountain  5.47  5.25  4.02 

Swain  County  6.86  4.96  27.70 

Bryson  City 7.89  6.53  17.24 

Transylvania   County  ...: 9.63  7.55  21.60 

Brevard    6.12  5.36  12.42 

Rosman  4.25  3.49  17.88 

Tyrrell  County  11.68  9.62  17.64 

Columbia 17.12  13.77  19.57 

Union  County 10.01  8.70  13.09 

Indian   Trail   16.35  11.14  31.87 

Marshville   9.34  8.30  11.13 

Monroe 5.69  5.01  11.95 

Waxhaw 7.58  6.33  16.49 

Wingate   11.25  10.20  9.33 

Wake  County 4.77  4.46  6.50 

Apex 5.14  4.67  9.14 

Cary    9.39  8.42  10.33 

Fuquay  Springs 7.26  6.80  6.34 

Garner    11.85  10.15  14.35 

Holly  Springs  8.46  7.37  12.88 

Raleigh  3.27  3.11  4.89 

Wake  Forest  7.60  6.86  9.74 

Wendell 5.71  5.69  .35 

Zebulon 5.11  4.70  8.02 

Warren   County  12.32  10.15  17.61 

Warrenton 5.56  5.41  2.70 

Washington  County  7.52  6.41  14.76 

Creswell 13.44  10.78  19.79 

Plymouth 9.42  7.87  16.45 

Roper    11.98  8.56  28.55 

Watauga  County 15.79  13.04  17.42 

Blowing  Rock  3.47  3.04  12.39 

Boone    10.89  9.91  9.00 

Wayne  County 4.87  4.40  9.65 

Fremont  .;:..! 4.39  4.20  4.33 

Goldsboro  4.07  3.61  11.30 

Mt.  Olive  6.57  5.83  11.26 

Pikeville  11.11  10.31  7.20 

Wilkes  County  14.06  11.07  21.27 
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Percentage  of  Percentage  of 

Total  Tax  Total  Tax 

Valuation  Valuation 

Exempt,  Exempt, 

Name  of  Unit                                             Plan    (1)  Plan    (2) 

North  Wilkesboro 3.04  2.81 

Ronda   6.08  4.70 

Wilkesboro 14.19  12.99 

Wilson  County 5.73  5.16 

Black  Creek  9.93  7.08 

Elm  City 17.57  13.87 

Lucama  9.78  8.05 

Stantonsburg ...  14.54  12.00 

Wilson '. 4.95  4.40 

Yadkin  County 15.49  13.26 

East  Bend  7.21  5.33 

Jonesville  32.44  23.20 

Yadkinville    13.82  11.42 

Yancey  County 17.84  13.75 

Burnsville 8.86  7.71 


Percentage  of 

Decrease  in 

Valuation 

Exempted, 

(Plan    (2)    as 
Compared 

with  Plan  ( 1  > 

7.57 

22.70 
8.46 
9.95 
28.70 
21.06 
17.69 
17.47 
11.11 
14.40 
26.07 
28.48 
17.37 
22.93 
12.98 
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Percentage   of   Total    Tax   Valuation   Exempt   if   a    50% 

Exemption  Were  Granted  to  First  $500  of  Tax  Value  of 

Each  Owner-Occupied  Home 


Alamance  County 4.03 

Burlington  2.00 

Elon  College  3.11 

Graham 3.23 

Mebane  6.07 

Alexander  County 6.00 

Taylorsville  4.00 

Alleghany    County    8.10 

Sparta 4.22 

Anson  County 3.04 

Ansonville  6.09 

Lilesville    3.62 

McFarlan    4.98 

Morven  5.84 

Peachland    4.70 

Polkton 6.47 

Wadesboro  3.63 

Ashe  County 11.76 

Jefferson    6.25 

West  Jefferson  4.93 

Avery  County 9.89 

Banners  Elk  8.60 

Elk  Park  9.93 

Newland 7.92 

Beaufort  County 4.14 

Aurora  7.57 

Belhaven    5.88 

Washington  2.56 

Bertie   County  3.84 

Aulander   3.41 

Colerain  2.32 

Kelford    6.30 

Windsor  4.93 

Bladen  County  4.88 

Bladenboro    2.27 

Clarkton  2.60 

Elizabethtown  2.56 

Brunswick   County   7.17 

Southport 9.45 

Buncombe  County 2.72 

Asheville   1.72 

Biltmore  97 

Black  Mountain  3.41 

Weaverville  4.45 

Burke  County 2.94 

Glen  Alpine  4.05 

Morganton  2.50 

Valdese    2.29 

Cabarrus  County  2.63 

Concord   2.51 

Mt.  Pleasant  4.50 

Caldwell   County  4.32 

Granite  Falls  1.40 

Lenoir    2.75 

Camden  County  3.91 

Carteret   County   5.50 


Beaufort 5.51 

Morehead  City  3.82 

Newport  6.50 

Caswell  County 6.52 

Milton  12.91 

Catawba   County  2.97 

Catawba 2.91 

Claremont   5.28 

Conover   2.74 

Hickory   1.82 

Longview  3.03 

Maiden  3.50 

Newton 3.10 

Chatham  County  4.10 

Pittsboro   3.38 

Siler  City 4.16 

Cherokee  County  5.55 

Andrews    3.95 

Marble   5.32 

Murphy    2.82 

Chowan  County  4.27 

Edenton  3.57 

Cleveland   County  3.48 

Kings  Mountain  2.77 

Lattimore    3.35 

Shelby 2.73 

Waco 5.22 

Columbus  County 5.93 

Cerro  Gordo  4.14 

Chadbourn 3.17 

Lake  Waccamaw  1.01 

Tabor   City  3.78 

Whiteville   3.52 

Craven  County  4.77 

Dover   13.47 

New  Bern  2.99 

Vanceboro   6.31 

Cumberland  County 4.41 

Fayetteville  2.99 

Wade    ,- 4.82 

Currituck  County  4.07 

Dare  County  8.23 

Manteo  8.77 

Davidson  County  3.88 

Denton   5.19 

Lexington 3.26 

Thomasville  3.69 

Davie  County 4.11 

Mocksville   4.09 

Duplin  County  3.95 

Beulaville 5.19 

Calypso    2.65 

Kenansville  5.02 

Magnolia   6.39 

Rose  Hill  5.33 

Teacheys 2.18 
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Wallace    2.49 

Warsaw  2.18 

Durham  County 1.06 

Durham  1.02 

Edgecombe  County  2.56 

Macclesfield    3.19 

Pinetops    5.19 

Tarboro    3.53 

Whitakers   3.94 

Forsyth  County 1.51 

Kernersville 4.63 

Winston-Salem  1.21 

Franklin  County  3.68 

Bunn  2.87 

Franklinton 1.40 

Louisburg   3.57 

Youngsville  5.22 

Gaston  County  1.33 

Belmont   72 

Bessemer  City  2.36 

Cherryville    2.04 

Dallas  3.68 

Gastonia 1.29 

Lowell 50 

Mt.   Holly   1.56 

Stanley    2.81 

Gates  County  4.32 

Gatesville  3.64 

Graham  County 2.60 

Robbinsville 4.42 

Granville  County  2.70 

Creedmoor  3.51 

Oxford   2.49 

Stem  2.38 

Stovall 4.16 

Greene  County  2.83 

Hookerton   5.12 

Snow  Hill  4.34 

Walstonburg  3.85 

Guilford   County  1.62 

Gibsonville  1.95 

Greensboro 96 

High  Point  1.49 

Halifax  County  2.55 

Enfield 3.61 

Halifax    3.30 

Hobgood  5.84 

Littleton  5.17 

Roanoke  Rapids  70 

Scotland  Neck  3.31 

Weldon  3.24 

Harnett  County  3.84 

Angier   4.00 

Dunn 3.04 

Lillington 3.32 

Haywood  County  3.56 

Canton  2.37 

Clyde 9.18 

Hazelwood  4.01 

Waynesville 3.03 

Henderson   County  3.14 

East  Flat  Rock 3.48 

Hendersonville   1.42 


Hertford  County  3.60 

Ahoskie    3.87 

Murfreesboro   4.52 

Winton  11.31 

Hoke  County 2.83 

Raeford   2.92 

Hyde  County 4.81 

Iredell   County  3.40 

Harmony  7.43 

Mooresville 2.80 

Statesville   2.20 

Troutman    6.57 

Jackson  County 5.72 

Sylva 1.77 

Johnston  County  3.53 

Benson   3.05 

Clayton 2.46 

Four  Oaks  3.85 

Kenly   5.63 

Micro    5.68 

Princeton  5.47 

Selma   3.46 

Smithfield    2.72 

Jones  County 4.15 

Trenton    8.08 

Lee  County  3.23 

Jonesboro    5.15 

Sanford    2.18 

Lenoir  County  2.70 

Kinston    2.97 

La   Grange   5.30 

Pink  Hill  3.80 

Lincoln  County 4.51 

Lincolnton  3.45 

Macon   County  6.94 

Franklin 3.30 

Highlands   2.75 

Madison    County 10.00 

Hot  Springs 3.28 

Marshall 7.97 

Mars   Hill   9.89 

Martin  County  3.60 

Everetts  4.11 

Hamilton   13.58 

Jamesville   10.43 

Oak  City  6.55 

Robersonville    4.44 

Williamston    4.78 

McDowell  County 2.62 

Marion  1.83 

Nebo  4.57 

Mecklenburg  County 1.55 

Charlotte  1.26 

Cornelius  3.20 

Davidson   3.42 

Matthews    4.65 

Mitchell  County  6.26 

Spruce   Pine  3.83 

Montgomery  County  2.09 

Biscoe  2.12 

Candor  2.83 

Mt.  Gilead  2.70 

Star 3.67 
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Troy   ; 2.31 

Moore   County   3.52 

Aberdeen  3.42 

Carthage   4.37 

Pinebluff    3.72 

Southern  Pines 3.08 

Vass    4.99 

Nash  County 2.96 

Bailey  4.38 

Battleboro   3.75 

Middlesex    6.90 

Nashville  3.57 

Rocky  Mount 2.20 

Sharpsburg  5.41 

Spring   Hope   3.84 

New  Hanover  County 1.87 

Carolina  Beach 91 

Wilmington  1.72 

Wrightsville   34 

Northampton  County  4.00 

Conway    2.62 

Garysburg  4.39 

Jackson    4.31 

Margaretsville   2.58 

Seaboard 3.91 

Severn 4.05 

Onslow  County 5.25 

Jacksonville    3.83 

Richlands    5.46 

Swansboro  11.81 

Orange  County 4.48 

Carrboro 3.22 

Chapel  Hill  3.05 

Hillsboro 5.69 

Pamlico  County 7.00 

Oriental 8.52 

Pasquotank  County  3.35 

Elizabeth  City  3.39 

Pender  County 6.31 

Atkinson    5.40 

Burgaw    5.88 

Perquimans  County 4.21 

Hertford    .:  4.73 

Person  County  3.28 

Roxboro 3.65 

Pitt  County  2.40 

Ayden  6.88 

Bethel  4.87 

Farmville 2.26 

Fountain 3.19 

Greenville    2.36 

Grimesland    12.88 

Winterville    5.29 

Polk  County  5.42 

Columbus  3.96 

Saluda    3.92 

Tryon   4.75 

Randolph   County   5.86 

Asheboro    3.28 

Franklinville 2.58 

Liberty  4.02 

Ramseur 4.88 

Randleman    6.88 


Richmond  County 1.96 

Ellerbe  4.80 

Hamlet 3.34 

Rockingham    2.10 

Robeson  County  3.13 

Fairmont  3.65 

Lumber  Bridge 2.33 

Lumberton  2.52 

Maxton 3.02 

Parkton   4.50 

Pembroke 3.23 

Proctorville  4.44 

Red  Springs  4.37 

Rowland    4.26 

St.  Pauls 2.90 

Rockingham  County  2.16 

Leaksville 1.23 

Madison  2.84 

Reidsville    1.91 

Stoneville  4.17 

Rowan  County  2.01 

China  Grove  2.44 

East  Spencer 5.45 

Faith    6.97 

Granite  Quarry 4.82 

Landis    1.55 

Rockwell    3.21 

Salisbury 1.16 

Spencer 2.14 

Rutherford  County  3.89 

Ellenboro  4.69 

Forest  City  3.25 

Lake  Lure  22 

Rutherfordton    3.23 

Spindale  2.29 

Sampson  County  5.00 

Clinton  4.09 

Roseboro    1.98 

Salemburg 6.94 

Scotland   County  2.10 

Gibson 4.03 

Laurinburg  3.15 

Wagram  3.49 

Stanly  County  2.65 

Albemarle   1.55 

New  London  6.09 

Norwood 3.95 

Stokes  County  4.98 

Surry    County 3.81 

Elkin    1.07 

Mt.   Airy  2.05 

Pilot  Mountain  2.73 

Swain   County   3.43 

Bryson  City  3.95 

Transylvania  County  4.81 

Brevard   3.06 

Rosman    2.13 

Tyrrell  County  5.84 

Columbia   8.56 

Union  County  5.00 

Indian  Trail  8.18 

Marshville  4.67 

Monroe  2.84 
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Waxhaw 3.79 

Wingate  5.63 

Wake  County  2.38 

Apex  2.57 

Cary  4.70 

Fuquay  Springs  3.63 

Garner  5.92 

Holly  Springs 4.23 

Raleigh    1.64 

Wake  Forest 3.80 

Wendell   2.86 

Zebulon 2.55 

Warren  County 6.16 

Warrenton  2.78 

Washington  County 3.76 

Creswell 6.72 

Plymouth  4.71 

Roper  5.99 

Watauga  County  7.89 

Blowing  Rock 1.74 

Boone  5.44 


Wayne  County 2.44 

Fremont  2.19 

Goldsboro    2.04 

Mt.  Olive  3.28 

Pikeville 5.56 

Wilkes  County 7.03 

North  Wilkesboro  1.52 

Ronda 3.04 

Wilkesboro 7.09 

Wilson  County  2.87 

Black  Creek 4.96 

Elm  City  8.79 

Lucama 4.89 

Stantonsburg    7.27 

Wilson    2.47 

Yadkin  County 7.75 

East  Bend  3.60 

Jonesville  16.22 

Yadkinville 6.91 

Yancey  County 8.92 

Burnsville   4.43 
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Table  XI 
Explanatory  Comments: 

1.  This  Table  is  largely  self-explanatory.  Arithmetical  aver- 
ages for  the  97  counties  included  are  $597,515  at  $200,  $880,562 
at  $300,  $1,403,605  at  $500,  $1,866,463  at  $700,  and  $2,457,327 
at  $1,000.  Median  figures,  running  somewhat  lower,  are  $517,003 
at  $200,  $730,774  at  $300,  $1,154,525  at  $500,  $1,513,178  at  $700 
and  $1,927,414  at  $1,000. 

2.  Of  course,  all  exempted  valuation  within  incorporated 
towns  is  included  in  the  county  totals  given  in  the  Table.  For  the 
330  towns  included  in  Tables  V  and  VIII,  the  total  amount 
exempted  would  be  $17,928,058  at  $200,  $26,680,575  at  $300, 
$43,350,456  at  $500,  $58,673,221  at  $700  and  $79,063,911  at 
$1,000.  These  figures  would  be  subject  to  some  small  increase  if 
homestead  information  were  available  for  the  comparatively 
few  small  towns  (other  than  the  towns  in  Burke,  Clay,  and  Vance 
Counties)  omitted  from  the  survey  by  the  local  workers.  Dis- 
counting this  as  negligible,  in  the  97  counties  included  in  the 
Table,  30.93%  of  the  total  exempted  would  be  within  incorporated 
towns  at  a  $200  level,  31.24%  at  $300,  31.84%  at  $500,  32.41% 
at  $700,  and  33.17%  at  $1,000.  At  the  $200  level  this  percentage 
corresponds  very  closely  with  the  percentage  (30.56%)  of  total 
homesteads  located  within  incorporated  towns.  The  increase  in 
the  percentages  from  level  to  level  is  caused  by  the  preponder- 
ance of  high  valued  homes  (entitled  to  the  full  exemption)  in  the 
larger  towns.  As  already  indicated,  many  small  towns  have  a  pro- 
portionately larger  number  of  homes  valued  at  from  $200  to 
$1,000  than  do  the  rural  areas. 
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TABLE  XI 

TOTAL  HOME  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  of  County 


$200 


S300 


$500 


$700 


$1,000 


Alamance. - 
Alexander.. 
Alleghany.  - 
Anson..  — 

Ashe 

Avery 

Beaufort 

Bertie 

Bladen. 

Brunswick.. 
Buncombe.. 

Burke 

Cabarrus 

Caldwell.-. 

Camden 

Carteret 

Caswell 

Catawba — 
Chatham- .  . 
Cherokee.  .- 

Chowan 

Cleveland- . 
Columbus. . 

Craven 

Cumberland 
Currituck.  . 

Dare 

Davidson.  . 

Davie 

Duplin 

Durham 

Edgecombe  . 

Forsyth 

Franklin... 

Gaston 

Gates 

Graham 

Granville.  ._ 

Greene 

Guilford.... 

Halifax 

Harnett 

Hay  wood. - 
Henderson.. 

Hertford 

Hoke 

Hyde 

Iredell 

Jackson 

Johnston. . . 
Jones 


$   1 


,180 
390 
291 
387 
527 
391 
777 
334 
489 
484 

,076 
620 
778 
818 
105 
503 
434 

,054 
524 
382 
258 
837 
975 
613 
898 
150 
212 

,067 
392 
527 
957 
525 

,967 
373 
895 
204 
163 
381 
155 

,293 
672 
704 
739 
577 
298 
176 
166 
968 
406 
889 
138 


,966 
,414 
,252 
,894 
,545 
,230 
,570 
,408 
,399 
,325 
,269 
,465 
,825 
,223 
,500 
,223 
,951 
,506 
,318 
,531 
,615 
,212 
,346 
,539 
,320 
,846 
,560 
,372 
,679 
,735 
,900 
,085 
,170 
,223 
,020 
,579 
,423 
,734 
,920 
,865 
,631 
,730 
,275 
,994 
,951 
,628 
,780 
,087 
,749 
,272 
,670 


1,761 
577 
424 
567 
689 
566 

1,140 
482 
706 
689 

3,057 
917 

1,164 

1,196 
155 
730 
643 

1,578 
782 
549 
380 

1,250 

1,437 
867 

1,322 
221 
302 

1,586 
573 
780 

1,436 
777 

2,949 
552 

1,337 
300 
231 
567 
231 

3,412 
992 

1,043 

1,089 
852 
442 
259 
240 

1,439 
592 

1,329 
205 


,281 
,076 
,862 
,333 
,381 
,600 
,119 
,679 
,088 
,628 
,745 
,022 
,830 
,644 
,238 
,774 
,866 
,113 
,750 
,933 
,240 
,794 
,666 
,308 
,810 
,564 
,221 
,020 
,365 
,740 
,010 
,127 
,765 
,355 
,672 
,565 
,388 
,674 
,928 
,000 
,587 
,275 
,077 
,816 
,726 
,462 
,375 
,961 
,936 
,025 
,345 


2,870 

922 

660 

878 

907 

865 

1,792 

747 

1,074 

1,006 

4,874 

1,472 

1,917 

1,884 

246 

1,124 

1,039 

2,607 

1,277 

823 

604 

2,049 

2,262 

1,278 

2,066 

350 

441 

2,551 

894 

1,249 

2,384 

1,254 

4,873 

886 

2,187 

478 

341 

918 

380 

5,566 

1,573 

1,673 

1,724 

1,351 

712 

413 

369 

2,339 

917 

2,179 

329 


,887 
,192 
,911 
,656 
,114 
,706 
,222 
,345 
,477 
,033 
,116 
,371 
,118 
,098 
,517 
,851 
,717 
,230 
,289 
,166 
,195 
,978 
,086 
,093 
,095 
,908 
,379 
,478 
,288 
,960 
,995 
,087 
,165 
,659 
,986 
,015 
,112 
,784 
,100 
,820 
,673 
,510 
,564 
,749 
,613 
,580 
,901 
,947 
,976 
,373 
,670 


3,865 
1,217 

860 
1,137 
1,042 
1,094 
2,355 

978 
1,365 
1,221 
6,488 
1,964 
2,619 
2,472 

325 
1,437 
1,408 
3,586 
1,724 
1,027 

800 
2,782 
2,954 
1,598 
2,680 

466 

531 
3,393 
1,168 
1,666 
3,314 
1,674 
6,666 
1,189 
2,962 

635 

420 
1,237 

522 
7,603 
2,071 
2,237 
2,263 
1,777 

957 

556 

476 
3,166 
1,180 
2,974 

438 


275 
748 
101 
324 
195 
498 
693 
248 
316 
297 
847 
558 
256 
800 
290 
643 
450 
406 
470 
174 
330 
734 
041 
367 
185 
199 
139 
033 
872 
968 
888 
944 
649 
191 
075 
476 
426 
629 
260 
970 
523 
550 
298 
618 
135 
211 
354 
178 
630 
273 
165 


5,121 
1,572 
1,103 
1,445 
1,168 
1,345 
3,071 
1,266 
1,698 
1,428 
8,573 
2,570 
3,525 
3,189 
424 
1,769 
1,903 
4,918 
2,292 
1,255 
1,048 
3,746 
3,784 
1,970 
3,432 
616 
602 
4,415 
1,507 
2,203 
4,648 
2,206 
8,998 
1,582 
3,965 
839 
509 
1,655 
720 
10,378 
2,689 
2,969 
2,907 
2,308 
1,283 
747 
602 
4,242 
1,483 
4,047 
582 


,352 
,305 
,426 
,371 
,879 
,656 
,117 
,636 
,389 
,007 
,968 
,007 
,097 
,084 
,969 
,021 
,408 
,048 
,169 
,874 
,680 
,972 
,950 
,510 
,700 
,769 
,532 
,424 
,436 
,887 
,697 
,971 
,369 
,835 
,842 
,460 
,006 
,179 
,173 
,700 
,187 
,835 
,172 
,646 
,077 
,060 
,588 
,940 
,054 
,355 
,430 
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TOTAL  HOME  VALUATION  EXEMPT  AT  VARIOUS  ASSUMED^ 

LEVELS  OF  EXEMPTION 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Name  op  Countt 


Lee 

Lenoir 

Lincoln 

Macon 

Madison 

Martin _. 

McDowell 

Mecklenburg.. 

Mitchell 

Montgomery.. 

Moore 

Nash 

New  Hanover. 
Northampton. 

Onslow 

Orange ., 

Pamlico 

Pasquotank... 

Pender 

Perquimans... 

Person 

Pitt 

Polk 

Randolph 

Richmond 

Robeson 

Rockingham.. 

Rowan 

Rutherford 

Sampson 

Scotland 

Stanly 

Stokes 

Surry 

Swain 

Transylvania.. 

Tyrrell.. 

Union 

Wake 

Warren 

Washington... 

Watauga 

Wayne 

Wilkes 

Wilson 

Yadkin. 

Yancey 


Totals— 97  Counties. 


$2ao 


319 
490 
491 
341 
695 
372 
402 

1,783 
392 
239 
661 
649 
812 
364 
347 
582 
264 
395 
517 
211 
285 
687 
250 

1,072 
371 
857 
742 

1,001 
755 
782 
207 
525 
382 
837 
196 
221 
139 
653 

1,645 
520 
200 
537 
659 
985 
637 
554 
386 


,099 
,625 
,778 
,367 
,137 
,464 
,001 
,425 
,820 
,929 
,441 
,370 
,565 
,494 
,390 
,230 
,895 
,350 
,003 
,051 
,934 
,515 
,328 
,716 
,670 
,425 
,415 
,698 
,048 
,153 
,709 
,416 
,954 
,011 
,924 
,577 
,552 
,412 
,530 
,767 
,775 
,253 
,868 
,457 
,471 
,444 
,254 


$  57,958,969 


$300 


472 

724 

728 

498 

997 

548 

585 

2,664 

564 

354 

948 

968 

1,214 

538 

510 

849 

365 

586 

735 

310 

424 

1,019 

366 

1,592 

547 

1,257 

1,109 

1,501 

1,122 

1,150 

306 

783 

571 

1,240 

279 

316 

202 

970 

2,461 

757 

295 

778 

983 

1,421 

949 

812 

551 


,893 
,800 
,996 
,140 
,562 
,585 
,425 
,225 
,048 
,360 
,648 
,148 
,510 
,766 
,041 
,311 
,767 
,749 
,212 
,931 
,594 
,555 
,272 
,338 
,817 
,635 
,598 
,377 
,301 
,932 
,725 
,447 
,806 
,449 
,403 
,750 
,492 
,637 
,852 
,491 
,519 
,594 
,557 
,771 
,255 
,111 
,356 


$  85,414,488 


$500 


761 

1,154 

1,177 

771 

1,495 

859 

903 

4,390 

850 

562 

1,439 

1,576 

1,996 

857 

801 

1,335 

525 

944 

1,096 

493 

684 

1,641 

569 

2,564 

871 

1,989 

1,815 

2,491 

1,816 

1,824 

484 

1,272 

940 

1,999 

408 

472 

313 

1,566, 

4,052 

1,170 

465 

1,204 

1,596 

2 ,  158 

1,544 

1,279 

826 


,772 
,245 
,016 
,170 
,404 
,776 
,224 
,330 
,263 
,370 
,526 
,486 
,140 
,676 
,349 
,720 
,529 
,482 
,836 
,512 
,839 
,927 
,925 
,019 
,230 
,795 
,245 
,948 
,840 
,445 
,890 
,578 
,793 
,799 
,079 
,316 
,891 
758 
,168 
,473 
,016 
,366 
,434 
,958 
,785 
,217 
,727 


$  136,146,671 


$700 


1,026 
1,539 
1,588 

990 
1,875 
1,130 
1,154 
6,035 
1,068 

739 
1,853 
2,137 
2,725 
1,137 
1,048 
1,760 

641 
1,263 
1,385 

656 

916 
2,212 

735 
3,420 
1,154 
2,632 
2,457 
3,460 
2,436 
2,422 

639 
1,708 
1,293 
2,679 

498 

595 

406 
2,091 
5,547 
1,513 

609 
1,560 
2,149 
2,742 
2,083 
1,683 
1,040 


,087 
,150 
,481 
,591 
,588 
,473 
,181 
,915 
,975 
,780 
,053 
,226 
,515 
,999 
,535 
,914 
,692 
,843 
,841 
,138 
,111 
,427 
,485 
,207 
,547 
,860 
,091 
,602 
,442 
,416 
,770 
,393 
,066 
,374 
,492 
,171 
,824 
,717 
,364 
,178 
,584 
,596 
,655 
,412 
,220 
,568 
,652 


$  181,047,543 


$1,000 


1,383 
2,052 
2,137 
1,243 
2,300 
1,482 
1,434 
8,293 
1,304 

950 
2,351 
2,877 
3,717 
1,482 
1,358 
2,292 

761 
1,674 
1,718 

863 
1,218 
2,997 

927 
4,491 
1,514 
3,461 
3,266 
4,832 
3,196 
3,195 

843 
2,239 
1,776 
3,539 

590 

740 

517 
2,723 
7,588 
1,927 

793 
1,989 
2,886 
3,399 
2,782 
2,191 
1,274 


,560 
,500 
,298> 
,967 
,164 
,615. 
,460' 
,355. 
,984 
,854 
,925. 
,652 
,050' 
,013 
,141 
,579 
,233 
,479 
,927 
,277 
,713 
,568' 
,401 
,918 
,586 
,495 
,728 
,417 
,825 
,489 
,135 
,896 
,897 
,484 
,694 
,291 
,246 
,980 
,315 
,414 
,618 
,898 
,043 
,948 
,402 
,280 
,763 


$  238,360,689 
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Table  XII 

i 

Explanatory  Comments : 

1.  This  Table  was  compiled  by  applying  1937  tax  rates  to  the 
exempted  valuation.  Seventeen  towns  included  in  Tables  V  and 
VIII  are  omitted  from  this  Table  because  they  did  not  file  ade- 
quate reports  with  the  State  Board  of  Assessment.  Therefore, 
authoritative  information  concerning  their  1937  tax  rates  was 
not  available.  The  omission  of  these  towns,  together  with  the 
omission  of  Burke,  Clay  and  Vance  counties  and  their  towns 
and  the  omission  of  the  few  small  towns  (listed  elsewhere)  not 
covered  by  the  homestead  survey,  makes  the  totals  of  columns 
1,  3,  5,  7  and  9  somewhat  lower  than  they  actually  would  be  for 
the  entire  State.  Comparatively,  there  is  a  greater  discrepancy 
in  the  totals  of  columns  2,  4,  6,  8,  and  10,  as  54  additional  towns 
failed  to  show  in  their  reports  either  the  specific  part  of  their 
rates  levied  for  debt  service  or  sufficient  information  to  permit 
a  breakdown  of  the  rate  on  an  estimated  basis.  (These  towns 
have  debts,  and  it  could  not  be  assumed  that  their  rates  were 
entirely  for  purposes  other  than  debt  service.)  It  became  neces- 
sary to  leave  these  columns  blank  as  to  the  affected  towns. 

2.  It  will  be  noted  that,  as  to  each  level  of  exemption,  figures 
are  presented :  first,  on  the  assumption  that  any  exemption  grant- 
ed would  apply  to  all  local  property  taxes;  and  second,  on  the 
assumption  that  any  such  exemption  would  not  apply  to  taxes 
levied  to  service  currently  existing  debts.  It  will  also  be  noted 
that  more  than  half  of  all  local  property  taxes  in  1937  were  levied 
for  debt  service  purposes.  Further,  many  cities  and  towns  which 
have  sizable  revenues  from  sources  other  than  property  taxes  are 
devoting  part  or  all  of  that  revenue  to  debt  service.  It  seems 
likely  that,  if  an  exemption  were  restricted  to  taxes  for  purposes 
other  than  debt  service,  such  units  could  earmark  a  large  por- 
tion of  these  miscellaneous  revenues  for  current  purposes,  at  the 
same  time  increasing  the  proportion  of  their  tax  rates  levied  for 
debt  service.  This  practice,  if  adopted,  would  at  the  same  time, 
to  an  indeterminate  extent,  serve  to  lessen  the  financial  problem 
for  the  affected  cities  and  towns  and  serve  to  lessen  the  saving 
effected  for  the  home  owner  by  exemption.  To  a  smaller  extent, 
perhaps  a  few  counties — notably  some  of  those  receiving  liquor 
profits — might  effect  a  similar  shift. 
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Table  XIII 
Explanatory  Comments : 

1.  Using  the  columns  under  the  $200  exemption  level  as  an 
example,  this  Table  was  prepared  as  follows :  (1)  From  the  total 
1937  tax  valuation  of  a  particular  unit  was  deducted  (when  the 
information  was  available)  the  value  of  net  solvent  credits  which 
are  no  longer  listed  locally.  (2)  From  the  amount  then  remain- 
ing was  deducted  the  amount  of  homestead  valuation  which  would 
be  exempt.  (3)  It  was  then  determined  what  rate,  applied  to 
the  new  total  valuation  so  computed,  would  produce  the  amount 
of  taxes  lost  on  the  exempt  valuation  as  shown  by  Table  XII. 

It  will  be  particularly  noted  that  the  net  solvent  credit  valua- 
tion, while  not  eliminated  for  purposes  of  Table  X,  was  eli- 
minated for  purposes  of  this  Table.  It  was  felt  that,  while  within 
a  few  years  the  revenues  from  the  intangibles  taxes  may  closely 
approximate  the  revenues  the  local  units  received  from  net  credits 
in  1937,  there  does  not  seem  to  be  any  justification  for  believing 
at  present  that  within  the  next  few  years  the  intangibles  will  pro- 
duce sufficient  additional  revenue  to  serve  as  a  proportionate  re- 
placement for  taxes  lost  on  other  valuation  eliminated  by  home- 
stead exemption.  However,  had  the  solvent  credits  been  included 
in  the  calculation,  in  the  average  unit  the  effect  would  be  to  re- 
duce the  rate  increases  shown  by  the  Table  only  some  3%  to  5%. 

2.  Computations  for  counties,  cities  and  districts  were  made 
separately  and  the  results  totaled  to  show  the  necessary  replace- 
ment taxes  for  all  units  levying  taxes  on  tangibles  within  the 
particular  city. 

3.  As  is  apparent,  calculations  were  made:  first,  on  the  as- 
sumption that  any  exemption  granted  would  apply  to  all  local 
property  taxes;  and,  second,  on  the  assumption  that  any  such 
exemption  would  not  apply  to  taxes  levied  to  service  currently 
existing  debts.  As  already  indicated  in  comment  2  under  Table 
XII,  it  seems  possible  that  some  cities  and  towns  and  a  few  coun- 
ties would  be  able  to  rearrange  their  tax  levies  so  as  to  earmark 
a  larger  portion  for  debt  service.  This,  if  done  after  the  grant- 
ing of  an  exemption  restricted  to  taxes  for  purposes  other  than 
debt  service,  would  serve  to  reduce,  to  an  indeterminate  extent, 
the  figures  given  for  those  units  in  columns  3,  5,  7,  9  and  11.  Of 
course,  also,  where  it  was  necessary  to  estimate  the  portion  of 
the  tax  rate  going  for  debt  service,  the  figures  in  those  columns 
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should  not  be  regarded  as  precise.  (For  a  discussion  of  whether 
an  exemption  could  apply  to  debt  service  taxes  see  the  text  of  the 
report  and  Appendix  D.) 

4.  Where  school  administrative  unit  taxes  for  current  ex- 
pense are  involved,  the  actual  additional  rate,  in  some  cases, 
might  not  be  so  great  as  indicated  in  the  Table.  This  is  because 
such  taxes  are  levied  only  by  authority  of  a  vote  of  the  people  and 
the  vote  fixes  the  maximum  rate  which  may  be  levied.  Wherever 
the  maximum  is  already  being  levied,  taxes  lost  by  exemption 
could  not  be  recouped  by  rate  increases  without  a  new  election 
raising  the  maximum.  However,  the  rate  increases  for  such  units 
included  in  the  Table  are  so  small  that  they  do  not  affect  the 
totals  very  materially. 

5.  A  more  serious  problem  is  caused  by  the  fact  that  the  State 
Constitution  contains  a  provision  which,  under  present  circum- 
stances, limits  the  county  tax  rate  for  general  purposes  to  15c 
on  each  $100  of  valuation.  With  legislative  permission,  this  limi- 
tation may  be  avoided  by  levying  rates  for  "special  purposes." 
This  avenue  of  avoidance  has,  in  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
counties,  resulted  in  the  levying  of  rates  for  purposes  other  than 
debt  service  far  in  excess  of  15c.  However,  the  limitation  still  pre- 
sents a  constant  problem  to  many  of  the  smaller  counties.  What 
constitutes  a  "special  purpose"  is  a  judicial  question,  and  the 
courts,  as  they  did  in  the  recent  case  involving  Clay  County, 
sometimes  refuse  to  accept  a  legislative  designation  of  a  par- 
ticular object  of  expenditure  as  a  "special  purpose,"  thus  in- 
validating the  special  levy.  The  granting  of  an  exemption  (as- 
suming that  replacement  revenues  would  come  from  additional 
levies  on  remaining  property)  would  necessarily  complicate  this 
problem.  However,  the  Table  takes  no  account  of  the  possible 
restrictions  on  increased  levies  which  might  result  from  the  15c 
limitation.  It  assumes  that,  by  the  device  of  "special  purpose" 
levies  or  otherwise,  all  the  revenue  lost  could  be  replaced  by  in- 
creased rates.  Of  course,  should  this  prove  not  to  be  the  case, 
the  only  alternatives  would  be  replacement  revenues  from  other 
sources  or  reduced  spending. 

6.  The  distribution  of  counties  as  to  necessary  county-wide 
rate  increases,  assuming  that  any  exemption  would  apply  to  all 
local  property  taxes,  is  as  follows: 
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$200     57  32  3221000000 

$300     37  29  22            3401            10000 

$500 15  29  20    13    12     2     1     2     1     0     2     0 

$700  9  19  20    15    10    11     6     1     1     2     3     0 

$1,000  4  11  21    10    15     7     5    10     5     3     5     1 

Assuming  that  any  exemption  granted  would  not  apply  to 
taxes  levied  to  service  currently  existing  debts,  the  distribution 
is  as  follows: 
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$200    91  5  1               0               0               0               0               0               0 

$300    75  19  2100000 

$500    55  31  7211000 

$700  35  38  16      4      2      0      2      0      0 

$1,000  23  34  21     11      4      2      0      1      1 

Assuming  an  exemption  applying  to  all  taxes,  the  majority  of 
counties  would  have  to  increase  their  rates  less  than  5c  at  $200, 
less  than  7c  at  $300,  less  than  lie  at  $500,  less  than  16c  at  $700, 
and  less  than  21c  at  $1,000.  If  the  exemption  did  not  apply  to  debt 
service  taxes,  the  majority  would  show  increases  of  2c  or  less  at 
$200,  less  than  3c  at  $300,  less  than  5c  at  $500,  less  than  7c  at 
$700,  and  less  than  10c  at  $1,000. 

7.  The  county-wide  rate  increases  shown  by  the  Table  may 
not  be  taken,  in  many  cases,  as  the  total  increases  necessary  on 
rural  property  for  taxes  levied  by  counties,  as  they  do  not  in- 
clude district  taxes.  Rate  increases  for  districts  which  overlap 
the  cities  included  in  the  Table  are  shown  separately,  but  these 
are  not  necessarily  indicative  of  rate  increases  which  would  be 
necessary  in  other  districts  in  the  same  counties,  as  district  rates 
show  marked  differences  and  other  factors  would  also  vary  the 
results.  Counties  which  in  1937  had  a  substantial  number  of  dis- 
tricts, other  than  the  districts  included  in  the  Table,  are  Anson, 
Bladen,  Buncombe,  Camden,  Cherokee,  Cleveland,  Dare,  David- 
son, Franklin,  Gaston,  Halifax,  Harnett,  Henderson,  Hertford, 
Iredell,  Madison,  Martin,  Moore,  Nash,  Northampton,  Pitt,  Robe- 
son, Rowan,  Scotland,  Surry,  and  Warren.  In  the  main,  of  course, 
the  rate  increases  required  for  districts  would  be  much  lower 
than  for  the  county-wide  levy.  Further,  only  debt  service  levies 
are  made  for  the  great  majority  of  the  districts,  and  in  those  dis- 
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tricts  the  county-wide  rate  increase  necessary  for  purposes  other 
than  debt  service  would  be  the  sole  increase  necessary  in  rural 
areas  if  debt  service  taxes  were  excluded  from  the  exemption. 

8.  The  Table  shows  the  overlapping  rate  increases  necessary 
in  94  municipalities  (including  Courthouse  Township  in  Camden 
County,  which  is  subject  to  two  district  taxes,  as  a  municipality) . 
The  distribution  of  these  municipalities  as  to  necessary  over- 
lapping rate  increases,  assuming  an  exemption  would  apply  to 
all  local  taxes,  is  as  follows : 
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Assuming  that  any  exemption  granted  would  exclude  debt  ser- 
vice taxes,  the  distribution,  as  to  overlapping  rate  increases,  is 
as  follows: 
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17 
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If  the  exemption  applied  to  all  taxes,  the  overlapping  increase 
in  the  majority  of  cases  would  be  less  than  9c  at  $200,  less  than 
13c  at  $300,  less  than  22c  at  $500,  30c  or  less  at  $700,  and  less 
than  40c  at  $1,000.  If  debt  service  taxes  be  excluded,  then  the 
majority  falls  below  4c  at  $200,  below  6c  at  $300,  below  10c  at 
$500,  below  12c  at  $700,  and  below  16c  at  $1,000. 

9.  Where  the  necessary  information  is  available,  necessary 
rate  increases  in  cities  and  towns  other  than  those  included  in 
the  Table  will  be  furnished  upon  request. 
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Tables  XIV,  XIV-A  and  XIV-B 

Explanatory  Comments: 

1.  Table  XIV  was  compiled  as  follows :  For  each  county,  from 
the  arithmetical  average  owner-occupied  home  valuation  was 
deducted  the  amount  of  the  assumed  exemption.  The  necessary 
county-wide  tax  rate  increase,  as  shown  by  Table  XIII,  was  then 
applied  to  the  remaining  valuation.  This  additional  amount  of 
tax  was  then  deducted  from  the  gross  amount  saved  by  exemp- 
tion (computed  by  applying  the  1937  county-wide  rate  to  the 
exempt  valuation).  The  resulting  figure  shown  in  the  Table  is 
the  net  saving  on  county-wide  taxes.  The  figures  for  the  cities 
included  in  the  Table  were  compiled  in  the  same  way,  using  the 
average  home  valuation  within  the  particular  city  and  the  over- 
lapping tax  rates  for  county,  city  and  districts,  if  any. 

Table  XIV-A  was  compiled  in  the  same  way  except  that,  in- 
stead of  using  average  home  values,  all  calculations  were  made 
on  the  basis  of  a  home  valued  for  tax  purposes  at  exactly  $1,000. 

Table  XIV-B  was  compiled  by  applying  the  1937  tax  rates  to 
the  assumed  amount  of  exemption. 

2.  As  already  mentioned  in  connection  with  Table  I,  checks 
made  in  sample  counties  indicate  that  in  most  counties  approxi- 
mately two-thirds  of  all  owner-occupied  homes  have  a  lower  tax 
valuation  than  the  arithmetical  average.  These  homes  would  have 
a  smaller  amount  of  valuation,  remaining  on  the  tax  books  after 
the  granting  of  an  exemption,  which  would  be  subject  to  any 
replacement  taxes  levied  on  property.  Many  of  them  would,  there- 
fore, save  more  than  the  amount  shown  in  Table  XIV,  even  if 
replacement  revenues  are  raised  by  property  taxes,  the  difference 
being  dependent  upon  the  value  of  the  particular  home.  On  the 
other  hand,  homes  valued  at  only  a  few  hundred  dollars  would 
ordinarily  save  materially  less  than  the  amounts  shown  in  Table 
XIV  for  exemptions  of  $700  and  $1,000,  because  they  would  not 
receive  the  full  advantage  of  the  exemption. 

If  replacement  revenues  are  raised  by  property  tax,  the  maxi- 
mum saving  at  any  level  of  exemption  would  accrue  to  homes 
valued  at  exactly  the  amount  of  the  exemption.  Homes  valued 
at  less  than"  that  amount  cannot  receive  the  full  benefit,  while 
those  valued  at  more  than  that  amount  will  have  their  gross  sav- 
ing reduced  by  the  additional  taxes  levied  on  the  remaining 
valuation.  On  the  other  hand,  if  replacement  revenues  are  pro- 
vided from  other  sources,  all  homes  having  a  value  at  least  equal 
to  the  amount  of  exemption  would  receive  the  maximum  saving 
for  the  unit  in  which  located. 
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Table  XIV-B  shows  the  maximum  saving  which  can  accrue  to 
any  home  owner  at  the  various  levels.  Since  $1,000  is  the  maxi- 
mum exemption  permitted  by  the  State  Constitution,  the  $1,000 
columns  represent,  on  the  basis  of  1937  rates,  the  greatest  sav- 
ing which  the  legislature  could  provide  for  any  home  owner.  If 
replacement  taxes  are  to  be  in  the  form  of  additional  levies  on 
remaining  property,  then  only  a  very  small  number  of  all 
home  owners  in  the  State  (those  whose  homes  are  valued  at 
exactly  $1,000)  could  save  the  amount  shown  in  the  last  two 
columns  of  the  Table,  even  should  a  $1,000  exemption  be  granted; 
and,  similarly,  only  a  very  small  number  of  homes  would  save 
the  amount  shown  in  the  other  columns  should  a  smaller  exemp- 
tion be  granted.  If  replacement  revenues  should  be  provided 
from  other  sources,  then  the  figures  in  the  Table  indicate  the 
saving  which  would  accrue  to  all  home  owners  whose  homes  are 
valued  at  as  much  as  the  amount  of  the  exemption.  However,  if 
such  sources  should  be  provided,  homes  valued  at  less  than  the 
amount  of  exemption  (42%  of  all  homes  at  a  $1,000  level)  would 
still  have  a  net  saving  lower  than  the  Table  figures. 

3.  It  will  be  noted  that  the  Tables  show  alternative  figures, 
dependent  upon  whether  any  exemption  granted  should  apply  to 
all  local  property  taxes  or  should  exclude  taxes  levied  to  service 
existing  debts.  The  comments  made  on  this  subject  under  Table 
XIII  are  also  pertinent  here. 

4.  The  distribution  of  counties,  on  a  county-wide  basis,  as  to 
the  amount  of  net  annual  saving  from  homestead  exemption,  if 
the  exemption  applies  to  all  local  property  taxes,  is  as  follows : 
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Ta.  XIV-A     76  21  0000000 
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Ta.  XIV     40  56                1000000 

Ta.  XIV-A     25  69  3000000 

Ta.  XIV-B     12  70  15  0  0  0  0  0  0 

$500 

Ta.  XIV     4  48              34              10                1                0                0                0                0 

Ta.  XIV-A     1  36  46  14  0,0  0  0  0 

Ta.  XIV-B     1  29  43  21  3  0  0  0  0 
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Ta   XIV         0  19  34  29  14  0  1  0  0 

Ta    XIV-A.        0  7  31  36  18  5  0  0  0 

Ta.  XIV-B     0  6  29  35  14  12  1  0  0 

$1,000 

Ta   XIV  0  2  15  25  27  12  9  7  0 

Ta   XIV-A  0  1  9  20  21  22  11  10  3 

Ta' XIV-B      .  0  1  9  20  21  22  11  10  3 
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The  distribution  of  counties,  if  the  exemption  excludes  debt 
service,  is  as  follows : 
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If  the  exemption  should  apply  to  all  local  property  taxes,  the 
net  annual  saving,  on  a  county-wide  basis,  would  be  the  following 
or  less  in  the  majority  of  counties : 
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If  debt  service  taxes  be  excluded,  it  is  as  follows : 
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5.  The  distribution  of  cities  and  towns  included  in  the  Table 
as  to  annual  saving  on  the  overlapping  basis,  and  assuming 
exemption  applies  to  all  local  property  taxes,  is  as  follows : 
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Ta.  XIV-A     0  0 

Ta.  XIV-B     0  0 


© 

o 

o 

o 

© 

o 

© 

o 

© 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

. 

in 

o 

ia 

o 

U5 

o 

© 

o 

r-i 

<M 

CM 

CO 

CO 

•>* 

lO- 

1 

© 

O 

© 

o 

o 

o 

© 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

o 

ia 

o 

us 

o 

to 

© 

w> 

i-H 

i—i 

(M 

<M 

CO 

CO 

■>«♦ 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

G 

58 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

61 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

78 

13 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

46 

39 

8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17 

65 

9 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14 

54 

23 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

42 

33 

9 

3 

0 

0 

0 

1 

21 

47 

20 

4 

1 

0 

0 

1 

18 

45 

21 

7 

2 

0 

o 

1 

7 

25 

27 

22 

3 

8 

l 

0 

1 

13 

22 

32 

16 

7 

3 

0 

1 

13 

22 

32 

16 

7 

3 

If  the  exemption  excludes  debt  service  taxes,  the  distribution 
is  as  follows : 
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$200 

Ta.  XIV     84 

Ta.  XIV-A     78 

Ta.  XIV-B     60 

$300 

Ta.  XIV     48 

Ta.  XIV-A     27 

Ta.  XIV-B    17 

$500 

Ta.  XIV     7 

Ta.  XIV-A     2 

Ta.  XIV-B     1 

$700 

Ta.  XIV     0 

Ta.  XIV-A     0 

Ta.  XIV-B     0 

$1,000 

Ta.  XIV     0 

Ta.  XIV-A     0 

Ta.  XIV-B     0 
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On  the  overlapping  basis  and  assuming  that  the  exemption  ap- 
plies to  all  local  property  taxes,  the  majority  of  the  cities  and 
towns  included  in  the  Tables  show  a  net  annual  saving  of  the 
following  or  less: 


© 
© 

Table  XIV     3.84 

Table  XIV-A     4.57 

Table  XIV-B     5.40 


© 

CO 

5.78 
7.04 
8.10 


© 
© 
is 
«*■ 

10.07 
12.20 
13.50 


© 
© 


14.89 
17.92 
18.90 


© 
© 
© 


22.46 
27.00 
27.00 
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If  debt  service  taxes  be  excluded,  it  is  as  follows : 


Table  XIV     

o 
© 

<M 

6©- 

1.63 

o 
o 

00 

2.47 
3.07 
3.51 

o 
o 

€©• 

4.29 
5.35 

5.85 

o 
o 
t~ 

S3- 

6.37 
7.79 
8.19 

<—> 
o 

r-T 
€«■ 

9.64 

Table  XIV-A     

1.96 

11.70 

Table  XIV-B    

2.34 

11.70 

6.  If  these  figures  be  compared  with  the  rate  increase  figures 
given  under  Table  XIII,  it  will  be  seen  that,  on  the  average,  if 
replacement  revenues  come  from  property  taxes,  to  save  the  home 
owner  one  dollar  annually  will  necessitate  a  tax  rate  increase  of 
approximately  two  cents. 

7.  Where  necessary  information  is  available,  similar  figures 
for  cities  and  towns  not  included  in  the  Tables  will  be  compiled 
upon  request. 
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Perquimans,  County-wide .. 

Hertford...     ,.           ...     .       .. 

Person,  County-wide  .     .   .. 

Roxboro.  .       _.     ... 

Pitt,  County-wide ._  ..   .   ..     

Greenville .     . . 

Polk,  County-wide ..   . 

Tryon  (1) 

Randolph,  County-wide ...     .._._. 

Asheboro ...           . ... 

Richmond,  County-wide.     .. 

Hamlet..        . .   .. ..   

Robeson,  County-wide ..     . . 

Lumberton...  ..      ..   ..   ._   .     . 

Rockingham,  County-wide    .         ...       

Reidsville      _.     .. . 

Rowan,  County-wide. .       ....     ... 

Salisbury. . ..     . 

Rutherford,  County-wide.   .   ..   ..   .   . 

Forest  City.. ...         ..     . 

Sampson ,  County- wide 

Clinton.  ..     .. ... 

Scotland,  County-wide.       _     ...     ..._.-. 

Laurinburg .     

Stanly,  County-wide ... 

Albemarle     .  .. .   .. 

Stokes,  County-wide ..  .. 
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Tables  XV,  XVI  and  XVI-A 

Explanatory  Comments: 

1.  Table  XV  shows  the  point  at  which,  because  of  the  addition- 
al taxes  on  remaining  valuation  necessitated  by  exemption,  a 
home  owner  would  cease  to  save  money  on  his  home  valuation  as 
the  result  of  exemption. 

2.  Table  XVI  shows  the  number  of  homesteads  in  each  county 
which  exceed  in  value  the  amounts  listed  in  Table  XV  and  which 
would,  therefore,  lose  money  on  account  of  exemption,  assuming 
that  replacement  revenues  come  from  additional  levies  on  re- 
maining property.  Of  course,  the  Table  was  prepared  on  the 
basis  of  home  values  alone.  There  are  undoubtedly  many  more 
home  owners  who  own  other  property  the  value  of  which  is  such 
that  they  would  lose  money  by  virtue  of  exemption.  If  the  home 
owner's  property  of  all  kinds  is  valued  at  more  than  the  figures 
shown  in  Table  XV,  then  he  will  probably  lose  money.  Also,  of 
course,  all  property  owners  who  do  not  own  their  homes  would 
lose.   Table  XVI-A  is  self-explanatory. 
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TABLE  XV 

TABLE    SHOWING   VALUATION   POINT   AT   WHICH   HOMESTEAD 

OWNERS  WILL  CEASE  TO  HAVE  NET  SAVING  AFTER 

EXEMPTION    (Assuming  Replacement  Revenues 

Will  Be  Raised  by  Property  Taxes) 

(County-Wide  Taxes  Only) 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations  and  Rates) 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exemption 

Name  of  County 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

Alamance 

$  5,819 
3,762 
2,600 
7,144 
1,294 
2,219 
5,492 
5,614 
4,397 
2,872 
8,504 
8,026 

10,867 
5,078 
5,876 
4,030 
3,573 
7,959 
5,818 
3,815 
5,298 
6,600 
3,816 
4,311 
5,159 
5,655 
2,517 
5,924 
5,352 
5,890 

22,842 
9,174 

15,825 
6,261 

17,700 
5,200 
7,933 
8,450 
8,363 

13,836 
9,008 
6,014 
6,386 
7,303 
6,329 
8,057 
4,471 
6,900 
3,855 
6,712 
5,710 

$  5,849 
3,814 
2,689 
7,375 
1,483 
2,294 
5,592 
5,777 
4,598 
3,020 
8,726 
8,241 

11,334 
5,218 
6,027 
4,157 
3,607 
7,970 
5,847 
3,978 
5,365 
6,729 
3,868 
4,569 
5,236 
5,810 
2,665 
5,959 
5,504 
5,925 

22,999 
9,300 

15,866 
6,300 

17,964 
5,374 
8,393 
8,550 
8,408 

14,163 
9,154 
6,159 
6,534 
7,486 
6,496 
8,157 
4,662 
7,000 
3,941 
6,762 
5,773 

$         5,963 
3,995 
2,881 
7,940 
1,881 
2,504 
5,974 
6,230 
5,043 
3,446 
9,027 
8,536 
11,459 
5,551 
6,333 
4,518 
3,726 
8,050 
5,982 
4,439 
5,618 
6,849 
4,107 
5,172 
5,584 
6,056 
3,040 
6,185 
5,880 
6,151 
23,056 
9,552 
15,949 
6,524 
18,098 
5,634 
9,562 
8,854 
8,565 
14,389 
9,543 
6,396 
6,894 
7,857 
6,669 
8,588 
5,056 
7,134 
4,250 
6,922 
5,988 

$          6,207 
4,227 
3,105 
8,512 
2,291 
2,770 
6,362 
6,673 
5,529 
3,975 
9,496 
8,882 
11,627 
5,924 
6,725 
4,942 
3,841 
8,182 
6,203 
4,973 
5,960 
7,040 
4,411 
5,778 
6,024 
6,376 
3,536 
6,510 
6,261 
6,446 
23,281 
10,123 
16,100 
6,787 
19,075 
5,894 
10,850 
9,177 
8,700 
14,889 
10,144 
6,693 
7,350 
8,370 
6,974 
8,980 
5,499 
7,352 
4,633 
7,064 
6,292 

$          6,700 

Alexander.  . . - 

4,683 

Alleghany    .  . - 

3,452 

Anson         _  .  .  .  

9,621 

Ashe       . 

2,918 

Avery         .  - 

3,220 

Beaufort     _ _       _  - . 

6,962 

Bertie 

7,382 

Bladen      

6,360 

Brunswick  _ .   . - 

4,855 

Buncombe 

10,272 

Burke  . .  

9,738 

Cabarrus .  . 

12,429 

Caldwell  

6,556 

Camden  . .   

7,325 

Carteret 

5,737 

Caswell __  

4,063 

Catawba 

8,525 

Chatham . 

6,656 

Cherokee _.  

5,812 

Chowan  . _  . -  

6,485 

Cleveland 

7,486 

Columbus 

4,917 

Craven 

6,692 

Cumberland .  _     .     . 

6,710 

Currituck .  

6,882 

Dare       

4.44S 

Davidson.    

7,194 

Davie .  . 

6,944 

Duplin 

6,957 

Durham 

24,077 

Edgecombe . 

10,906 

Forsyth  .. 

17,176 

Franklin 

7,329 

20  091 

Gates    

6,399 

Graham .   .  . 

12,837 

Granville  ..     .     .  . 

9,800 

Greene 

9,032 

Guilford 

15  42? 

Halifax  .. 

11,241 

Harnett    

7,188: 

Haywood . 

8  151 

Henderson 

9  175 

Hertford. . 

7  419 

Hoke 

9  527 

Hyde 

6216 

Iredell 

7  872 

Jackson 

5  263 

Johnston 

7  452 

Jones 

6.76* 
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TABLE  XV— Continued 

TABLE    SHOWING   VALUATION   POINT   AT   WHICH   HOMESTEAD 

OWNERS  WILL  CEASE  TO  HAVE  NET  SAVING  AFTER 

EXEMPTION    (Assuming  Replacement  Revenues 

Will  Be  Raised  by  Property  Taxes) 

(County-Wide  Taxes  Only) 

(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations  and  Rates) 


Name  of  County 


Lee 

Lenoir 

Lincoln 

Macon 

Madison 

Martin 

McDowell 

Mecklenburg. 

Mitchell 

Montgomery.. 

Moore. 

^Nash 

New  Hanover. 
Northampton- 
Onslow 

Orange 

Pamlico _. 

Pasquotank... 

Pender 

Perquimans- .. 

Person 

Pitt 

Polk 

Randolph 

Richmond 

Robeson 

Rockingham-.. 

Rowan 

Rutherford 

Sampson 

Scotland 

Stanly 

Stokes 

Surry 

Swain .--. 

Transylvania-. 

Tyrrell 

Union 

Wake 

Warren 

Washington . . . 

Watauga 

Wavne 

Wilkes 

Wilson 

Yadkin 

Yancey-. 


Assume  r 

Amount  of  Exemption 

$200 

$300 

$500 

$700 

$1,000 

$         7,170 

$          7,341 

$         7,599 

$         7,888 

$          8,372 

8,450 

8,726 

9,071 

9,500 

10,231 

5,129 

5,171 

5,325 

5,530 

5,859 

3,155 

3,255 

3,509 

3,816 

4,351 

2,066 

2,158 

2,398 

2,676 

3,116 

6,200 

6,343 

6,739 

7,151 

7,779 

8,200 

8,482 

9,196 

10,033 

11,619 

14,975 

15,031 

15,143 

15,418 

16,185 

3,404 

3,551 

3,928 

4,372 

5,123 

10,969 

11,069 

11,790 

12,507 

13,844 

6,133 

6,368 

7,044 

7,622 

8,607 

7,986 

8,086 

8,176 

8,486 

8,956 

12,700 

12,800 

13,000 

13,505 

14,158 

5,519 

5,582 

5,888 

6,203 

6,814 

4,224 

4,340 

4,593 

4,920 

5,430 

4,950 

5,050 

5,347 

5,663 

6,220 

2,816 

3,066 

3,557 

4,080 

4,913 

6,867 

6,967 

7,257 

7,563 

8,143 

3,320 

3,528 

3,936 

4,352 

5,010 

5,361 

5,406 

5,695 

5,983 

6,498 

7,123 

7,164 

7,388 

7,700 

8,297 

9,644 

9,744 

9,944 

10,454 

11,000 

4,200 

4,300 

4,598 

4,981 

5,640 

3,933 

3,952 

4,090 

4,296 

4,672 

11,376 

11,700 

12,375 

13,015 

14,194 

7,226 

7,511 

7,866 

8,311 

9,059 

10,987 

11,027 

11,237 

11,609 

12,538 

11,930 

11,940 

11,990 

12,187 

12,429 

6,082 

6,144 

6,269 

6,566 

7,148 

4,548 

4,648 

4,848 

5,130 

5,545 

10,629 

10,729 

11,561 

12,314 

13,167 

8,703 

8,823 

8,946 

9,363 

10,191 

4,700 

4,763 

4,806 

4,900 

5,091 

6,062 

6,095 

6,243 

6,533 

7,071 

5,914 

6,300 

7,167 

8,217 

9,939 

4,408 

4,669 

5,155 

5,740 

6,586 

3,800 

3,924 

4,204 

4,541 

5,110 

4,600 

4,642 

4,819 

5,042 

5,533 

10,200 

10,300 

10,500 

10,700 

11,000 

3,469 

3,612 

3,873 

4,180 

4,696 

6,102 

6,234 

6,581 

7,032 

7,792 

2,777 

2,868 

3,093 

3,344 

3,747 

9,665 

9,726 

9,926 

10,399 

11,088 

2,953 

3,089 

3,380 

3,729 

4,302 

7,978 

7,983 

8,109 

8,437 

9,077 

2,700 

2,752 

2,915 

3,099 

3,408 

2,343 

2,463 

2,739 

3,049 

3,551 
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TABLE  XVI-A 

PERCENTAGE  OF  OWNER-OCCUPIED  HOMES  WHICH,  BY  REASON 
OF  HIGH  VALUATION,  WOULD  HAVE  THEIR  TAXES  IN- 
CREASED BY  EXEMPTION,  COUNTIES  BY 
RANK  AT  $300  EXEMPTION 

(Assuming  Replacement  Revenue  Will  Be  Raised  by  Property  Taxes) 

(County-Wide  Taxes  Only) 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations  and  Rates) 
(Burke,  Clay,  and  Vance  Counties  Omitted) 


County 

Number 

Percent 

County 

Number 

Percent 

1.  Montgomery.. 

2 
2 

10 
14 
16 
14 
6 
8 

18 
87 

100 
20 
20 
23 

147 
23 
51 
75 
53 
42 
61 
35 
18 
45 
19 
61 
93 
31 
63 
50 
66 

106 
30 

129 
96 
77 
16 
60 

100 
45 
64 
84 
80 

134 
81 
36 
63 
89 
50 

110 

.17 
.23 
.27 
.29 
.36 
.53 
.58 
.71 
.88 
.97 
1.02 
1.06 
1.09 
1.20 
1.27 
1.31 
1.31 
1.50 
1.57 
1.60 
1.60 
1.77 
1.77 
1.78 
1.78 
1.90 
1.91 
1.92 
1.92 
1.95 
1.99 
2.01 
2.08 
2.18 
2.19 
2.23 
2.23 
2.25 
2.25 
2.37 
2.41 
2.41 
2.48 
2.49 
2.49 
2.49 
2.50 
2.51 
2.65 
2.70 

51.  Henderson 

81 

294 

105 

60 

24 

62 

40 

36 

48 

81 

133 

68 

290 

148 

37 

72 

25 

153 

38 

28 

21 

78 

159 

85 

186 

125 

189 

81 

167 

43 

135 

252 

48 

286 

153 

342 

115 

166 

136 

93 

189 

371 

302 

246 

197 

405 

391 

2.77 

2.  Graham 

52.  Buncombe.   ....  . 

2.78 

3.  Rockingham 

53.  Haywood. . 

2.80 

4.  Durham. 

54.  Mitchell 

2.90 

5.  Gaston 

55.  Greene ...     . 

3.07 

6.  Stanly 

56.  Cherokee.    ..     .. 

3.11 

7.  Swain 

57.  Polk 

3.13 

8.  Dare 

58.  Transylvania. ..  .     

3.16 

9.  McDowell 

59.  Hertford 

3.19 

10.  Mecklenburg 

60.  Lenoir..  . . 

3.29 

11.  Forsyth 

61.  Beaufort..     -     . .. 

3.38 

12.  Richmond 

62.  Alexander  .     .. 

3.46 

13.  Northampton 

63.  Wake 

3.52 

14.  Granville  .  . 

64.  Cleveland 

3.53 

15.  Guilford.. 

65.  Gates 

3.53 

16.  Bertie 

66.  Davie 

3.58 

17.  Cabarrus . 

67.  Jones ...       .   .   . 

3.58 

18.  Rowan 

68.  Surry 

3.61 

19.  Halifax.... 

69.  Scotland 

3.62 

20.  Chatham 

70.  Currituck.         .   .   - . 

3.63 

21.  Rutherford 

71.  Camden- .     .  . 

3.88 

22.  Anson 

72.  Pasquotank .       .... 

3.92 

23.  Washington  .. 

73.  Sampson.  . 

3.99 

24.  Brunswick      ..... 

74.  Jackson .   . 

4.07 

25.  Perquimans. 

75.  Cumberland.. .          

4.10 

26.  Wilson 

76.  Orange..     ..   

4.13 

27.  Iredell 

77.  Caldwell 

4.48 

28.  Lee 

78.  Onslow 

4.59 

29.  Union 

79.  Ashe 

4.93 

30.  Carteret 

80.  Hyde 

4.97 

31.  Wayne 

81.  Pender . 

5.02 

32.  Catawba..     ...         .  . 

82.  Columbus  ..     ......     ... 

5.11 

33.  Person 

83.  Hoke 

5.34 

34.  Alamance. 

84.  Wilkes 

5.57 

35.  Robeson.. 

85.  Warren...   ...       .   .. 

5.73 

36.  Pitt 

86.  Randolph 

6.34 

37.  Tyrrell 

87.  Macon 

6.64 

38.  Duplin 

88.  Lincoln.            ..   .   .   

6.67 

39.  Johnston. .         ... 

89.  Stokes 

7.05 

40.  Franklin 

90.  Chowan 

7.06 

41.  Edgecombe.     .     .     ... 

91.  Yancey 

9.22 

42.  Moore 

92.  Madison. 

10.04 

43.  Craven.            .            .  . 

93.  Watauga.    

10.77 

44.  Davidson.                . 

94.  Avery ._         ... 

12.19 

45.  Nash...          .     . 

95.  Alleghany.        .     .. 

13.16 

46.  Pamlico.   ....                  

47.  Bladen 

48.  Harnett 

49.  Martin...         ...     ... 

50.  New  Hanover 

96.  Yadkin 

97.  Caswell 

14.15 
17.76 
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Table  XVII 

Explanatory  Comments : 

1.  This  Table  is  largely  self-explanatory.  However,  particular 
attention  is  called  to  the  footnote  dealing  with  industrial  real 
estate.  The  column  titled  "other  real  estate"  includes,  in  addi- 
tion to  such  industrial  realty  as  was  not  separately  reported, 
realty  used  for  ordinary  business  and  commercial  purposes,  va- 
cant property  and  rented  homes. 

2.  The  Table  applies  to  county-wide  taxes  only.  City  and  dis- 
trict taxes  shifted  by  exemption  would  be  levied  upon  the  various 
classes  of  property  in  somewhat  different  proportion. 
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TABLE  XVII 

PERCENTAGE     OF     ADDITIONAL     LEVIES     NECESSITATED     BY 
HOMESTEAD  EXEMPTION  WHICH  WOULD  BE  BORNE 
BY  VARIOUS  TYPES  OF  PROPERTY  REMAIN- 
ING ON  THE  TAX  ROLLS 
(Assuming  Replacement  Revenues  Would  Be  Raised  By  Additional 

Property  Taxes) 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Excess  Value 
of  Railroads, 

Merchandise 

power  com- 

fixtures, 

panies,  other 

Name  of  County 

Total 

goods  in 

Other 

utilities  and 

and  Assumed 

Remaining 

Industrial 

Other 

Remaining 

process  and 

Tangible 

banks  certi- 

Level of 

Homestead 

Real 

Real 

Real 

machinery  = 

Personal 

fied  by  the 

Exemption 

Valuation 

Estate* 

Estate 

Estate 

not  affixed 
to  realty 

Property 

State  Board 
of  Assess- 
ment 

Alamance 

$200 

27.47 

22.35 

24.32 

74.14 

11.81 

7.96 

6.09 

$1,000 

17.69 

25.37 

27.59 

70.65 

13.41 

9.04 

6.90 

Alexander 

$200 

31.76 

.02 

48.53 

80.31 

2.17 

8.58 

8.94 

$1,000 

17.82 

.03 

58.44 

76.29 

2.61 

10.33 

10.77 

Alleghany 

$200 

55.55 

Not 

29.80 

85.35 

1.79 

12.42 

.44 

$1,000 

42.22 

Reported 

38.74 

80.96 

2.33 

16.13 

.58 

Anson 

$200 

18.58 

Not 

41.65 

60.23 

7.05 

16.08 

16.64 

$1 ,000 

11.65 

Reported 

45.21 

56.86 

7.64 

17.44 

18.06 

Ashe 

$200 

31.46 

.12 

20.48 

52.06 

8.04 

29.71 

10.19 

$1,000 

11.86 

.15 

26.34 

38.35 

10.33 

38.21 

13.11 

Avery 

$200 

51.59 

.01 

33.38 

84.98 

5.44 

6.36 

3.22 

$1,000 

36.12 

.02 

44.03 

80.17 

7.18 

8.40 

4.25 

Beaufort 

$200 

29.63 

2.14 

40.52 

72.29 

4.74 

10.51 

12.46 

$1,000 

20.80 

2.41 

45.60 

68.81 

5.34 

11.83 

14.02 

Bertie 

$200 

20.83 

Not 

54.56 

75.39 

2.70 

11.76 

10.15 

$1,000 

11.69 

Reported 

60.87 

72.56 

3.01 

13.11 

11.32 

Bladen 

$200 

23.03 

7.73 

43.47 

74.23 

2.95 

9.64 

13.18 

$1,000 

12.79 

8.76 

49.25 

70.80 

3.34 

10.92 

14.94 

Brunswick 

$200 

23.23 

6.97 

37.92 

68.12 

8.20 

8.36 

15.32 

$1,000 

10.06 

8.17 

44.42 

62.65 

9.61 

9.79 

17.95 

Buncombe 

$200 

23.77 

7.51 

50.61 

81.89 

6.91 

4.76 

6.44 

$1,000 

17.57 

8.12 

54.72 

80.41 

7.48 

5.15 

6.93 

Burke 

$200 

20.92 

Not 

34.49 

55.41 

Not 

34.90 

9.69 

$1,000 

13.84 

Reported 

37.58 

51.42 

Reported 

38.02 

10.56 

vduaii  us 

$200 

17.58 

32.07 

20.39 

70.04 

19.23 

5.83 

4.90 

$1,000 

Caldwell 

$200 

11.98 

34.24 

21.78 

68.00 

20.55 

6.22 

5.23 

29.45 

20.33 

32.95 

82.73 

6.96 

7.06 

3.25 

$1,000 

20.00 

23.05 

37.37 

80.42 

7.88 

8.01 

3.6) 

Camden 

$200 

29.05 

.75 

55.97 

85.77 

1.75 

9.52 

2.96 

-$1,000 

20.64 

.84 

62.60 

84.08 

1.96 

10.65 

3.31 

Carteret 

$200 

22.71 

1.25 

56.65 

80.61 

4.70 

10.34 

4.35 

$1,000 

11.04 

1.44 

65.20 

77.68 

5.41 

11.90 

5.01 

*Counties  were  requested  in  1937,  for  the  first  time,  to  report  separately  the  tax  valuation  placed  on  locally  assessed 
real  estate  of  manufacturing  enterprises  and  utilities.  As  will  be  noted,  a  number  of  them  did  not  make  the  separate 
report.  The  valuation  reported  by  a  number  of  others  is  probably  highly  inaccurate.  Therefore,  the  figures  given  in 
this  column  are  probably  the  least  accurate  of  any  in  the  table  (though  there  are.  necessarily,  counterbalancing  errors 
in  column  3).  In  general  it  may  be  said  that  the  figures  in  this  column  represent  the  MINIMUM  percentage  of  addi- 
tional taxes  which  would  be  borne  by  industrial  real  estate.    In  many  counties  the  true  percentage  would-be  higher. 
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TABLE  XVII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE     OF     ADDITIONAL     LEVIES     NECESSITATED     BY 
HOMESTEAD  EXEMPTION  WHICH  WOULD  BE  BORNE 
BY  VARIOUS  TYPES  OF  PROPERTY  REMAIN- 
ING ON  THE  TAX  ROLLS 
(Assuming  Replacement  Revenues  Would  Be  Raised  By  Additional 

Property   Taxes) 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Excess  Value 

of  Railroads, 

Merchandise 

power  com- 

fixtures, 

panies,  other- 

Name  of  County 

Total 

goods  in 

Other 

utilities  and 

and  Assumed 

Remaining 

Industrial 

Other 

Remaining 

process  and 

Tangible 

banks  certi- 

Level of 

Homestead 

Real 

Real 

Real 

machinery 

Personal 

fied  by  the 

Exemption 

Valuation 

Estate* 

Estate 

Estate 

not  affixed 
to  realty 

Property 

State  Board 
of  Assess- 
ment 

Caswell 

$200 

63.14 

Not 

8.73 

71.87 

1.07 

14.07 

12.99 

$1,000 

53.85 

Reported 

10.93 

64.78 

1.34 

17.62 

16.26 

Catawba 

$200 

26.29 

5.66 

42.30 

74.25 

8.27 

11.77 

5.71 

$1,000 

18.59 

6.25 

46.73 

71.57 

9.13 

13.00 

6.30' 

Chatham 

$200 

25.84 

3.40 

52.31 

81.55 

2.69 

8.09 

7.67 

$t,000 

15.73 

3.86 

59.45 

79.04 

3.06 

9.19 

8.71 

Cherokee 

$200 

23.85 

.22 

39.60 

63.67 

4.56 

6.70 

25.07 

$1,000 

12.86 

.25 

45.31 

58.42 

5.22 

7.67 

28.69- 

Chowan 

$200 

35.78 

4.56 

36.27 

76.61 

6.30 

9.75 

7.34 

$1,000 

26.97 

5.18 

41.25 

73.40 

7.17 

11.08 

8.35 

Cleveland 

$200 

31.19 

16.04 

31.00 

78.23 

5.69 

7.90 

8.18- 

$1  000 

22.97 

17.96 

34.71 

75.64 

6.37 

8.84 

9.15 

Columbus 

$200 

33.38 

1.22 

32.73 

67.33 

4.11 

9.79 

18.77 

$1,000 

20.74 

1.45 

38.95 

61.14 

4.89 

11.64 

22.33"- 

Craven 

$200 

22.62 

18.00 

27.50 

68.12 

8.05 

12.69 

11.14 

$1,000 

13.27 

20.17 

30.83 

64.27 

9.02 

14.23 

12.48: 

Cumberland 

$200 

28.65 

6.73 

37.97 

73.35 

5.61 

7.33 

13.71 

$1,000 

19.43 

7.60 

42.88 

69.91 

6.33 

8.28 

15.48: 

Currituck 

$200 

28.20 

.42 

53.56 

82.18 

1.64 

10.03 

6.15 

$1,000 

19.00 

.47 

60.42 

79.89 

1.85 

11.32 

6.94 

Dare 

$200 

19.41 

1.50 

67.75 

88.66 

3.47 

6.30 

1.57 

$1,000 

4.29 

1.78 

80.47 

86.54 

4.12 

7.48 

1.86 

Davidson 

$200 

26.19 

24.74 

22.20 

73.13 

5.95 

6.92 

14.00 

$1,000 

17.12 

27.78 

24.93 

69.83 

6.68 

7.77 

15.72" 

Davie 

$200 

29.23 

12.45 

31.38 

73.06 

12.33 

7.95 

6.66 

$1,000 

20.44 

14.00 

35.28 

69.72 

13.87 

8.93 

7.48' 

Duplin 

$200 

26.17 

.36 

48.22 

74.75 

2.89 

11.68 

10.68: 

$1,000 

16.75 

.40 

54.38 

71.53 

3.26 

13.17 

12.04 

Durham 

$200 

13.60 

7.76 

35.99 

57.35 

32.96 

4.87 

4.82' 

$1,000 

10.57 

8.03 

37.25 

55.85 

34.11 

5.05 

4.99 

Edgecombe 

$200 

22.23 

1.56 

52.60 

76.39 

4.50 

8.95 

10.16 

$1,000   

16.27 

1.68 

56.62 

74.57 

4.85 

9.64 

10.94 

*Counties  were  requested  in  1937,  for  the  first  time,  to  report  separately  the  tax  valuation  placed  on  locally  assessed? 
real  estate  of  manufacturing  enterprises  and  utilities.  As  will  be  noted,  a  number  of  them  did  not  make  the  separate- 
report.  The  valuation  reported  by  a  number  of  others  is  probably  highly  inaccurate.  Therefore,  the  figures  given  in- 
this  column  are  probably  the  least  accurate  of  any  in  the  table  (though  there  are,  necessarily,  counterbalancing  errors- 
in  column  3).  In  general  it  may  be  said  that  the  figures  in  this  column  represent  the  MINIMUM  percentage  of  addi- 
tional taxes  which  would  be  borne  by  industrial  real  estate.    In  many  counties  the  true  percentage  would  be  higher- 
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TABLE  XVII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE     OF     ADDITIONAL     LEVIES     NECESSITATED     BY 
HOMESTEAD  EXEMPTION  WHICH  WOULD  BE  BORNE 
BY  VARIOUS  TYPES  OF  PROPERTY  REMAIN- 
ING ON  THE  TAX  ROLLS 
(Assuming  Replacement  Revenues  Would  Be  Raised  By  Additional 

Property   Taxes) 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Excess  Value 

of  Railroads, 

Merchandise 

power  com- 

fixtures, 

panies,  other 

Name  of  County 

Total 

goods  in 

Other 

utilities  and 

and  Assumed 

Remaining 

Industrial 

Other 

Remaining 

process  and 

Tangible 

banks  certi- 

Level of 

Homestead 

Real 

Real 

Real 

machinery 

Personal 

fied  by  the 

Exemption 

Valuation 

Estate* 

Estate 

Estate 

not  affixed 
to  realty 

Property 

State  Board 
of  Assess- 
ment 

Forsyth 

$200 

14.47 

12.87 

27.91 

55.25 

35.95 

5.09 

3.71 

$1,000 

10.37 

13.49 

29.25 

53.11 

37.67 

5.33 

3.89 

Franklin 

$200 

26.43 

2.05 

44.21 

72.69 

4.04 

11.45 

11.82 

$1,000 

17.67 

2.30 

49.47 

69.44 

4.52 

12.81 

13.23 

Gaston 

$200 

12.51 

27.94 

39.32 

79.77 

10.28 

4.52 

5.43 

$1,000 

8.96 

29.07 

40.91 

78.94 

10.70 

4.71 

5.65 

Gates 

$200 

31.60 

1.77 

36.37 

69.74 

1.55 

9.80 

18.91 

$1,000 

22.01 

2.02 

41.47 

65.50 

1.76 

11.17 

21.57 

Graham 

$200 

9.21 

70.34 

15.84 

95.39 

.75 

3.19 

.67 

$1,000 

3.99 

74.39 

16.75 

95.13 

.79 

3.37 

.71 

Granville 

$200 

22.13 

4.53 

33.16 

59.82 

2.99 

11.39 

25.80 

$1,000 

15.32 

4.93 

36.06 

56.31 

3.25 

12.38 

28.06 

Greene 

$200 

28.10 

Not 

52.26 

80.36 

2.74 

14.65 

2.25 

$1,000 

21.09 

Reported 

57.35 

78.44 

3.01 

16.08 

2.47 

Guilford 

$200 

18.38 

9.18 

47.72 

75.28 

12.19 

7.33 

5.20 

$1,000 

14.01 

9.67 

50.28 

73.96 

12.85 

7.72 

5.47 

Halifax 

$200 

18.17 

17.91 

34.44 

70.52 

9.38 

8.10 

12.00 

$1,000 

12.18 

19.22 

36.96 

68.36 

10.07 

8.70 

12.87 

Harnett 

$200 

28.22 

7.53 

28.32 

64.07 

15.04 

11.07 

9.82 

$1,000 

19.38 

8.46 

31.81 

59.65 

16.89 

12.43 

11.03 

Haywood 

$200 

23.90 

Not 

60.62 

84.52 

3.46 

5.67 

6.35 

$1,000 

15.99 

Reported 

66.92 

82.91 

3.82 

6.26 

7.01 

Henderson 

$200 

22.63 

2.36 

61.15 

86.14 

4.05 

3.84 

5.97 

$1,000 

15.56 

2.58 

66.73 

84.87 

4.42 

4.19 

6.52 

Hertford 

$200 

29.97 

.43 

45.50 

75.90 

5.64 

10.85 

7.61 

$1,000 
Hoke 

21.64 

.48 

50.92 

73.04 

6.31 

12.14 

8.51 

$200 

30.81 

2.49 

53.28 

86.58 

2.84 

7.84 

2.74 

$1,000 

24.60 

2.72 

58.06 

85.38 

3.10 

8.54 

2.98 

Hyde 

$200 

27.75 

Not 

59.38 

87.13 

1.90 

10.70 

.27 

$1,000 
TYpHpII 

17.70 

Reported 

67.62 

85.32 

2.19 

12.18 

.31 

X  1  vul   1  I 

$200 

25.81 

13.49 

34.13 

73.43 

7.57 

7.15 

11.85 

$1,000 

17.46 

15.01 

37.97 

70.44 

8.42 

7.96 

13.18 

*Counties  were  requested  in  1937,  for  the  first  time,  to  report  separately  the  tax  valuation  placed  on  locally  assessed 
real  estate  of  manufacturing  enterprises  and  utilities.  As  will  be  noted,  a  number  of  them  did  not  make  the  separate 
report.  The  valuation  reported  by  a  number  of  others  is  probably  highly  inaccurate.  Therefore,  the  figures  given  in 
this  column  are  probably  the  least  accurate  of  any  in  the  table  (though  there  are,  necessarily,  counterbalancing  errors 
in  column  3).  In  general  it  may  be  said  that  the  figures  in  this  column  represent  the  MINIMUM  percentage  of  addi- 
tional taxes  which  would  be  borne  by  industrial  real  estate.    In  many  counties  the  true  percentage  would  be  higher. 
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TABLE  XVII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE     OF     ADDITIONAL     LEVIES     NECESSITATED 
HOMESTEAD  EXEMPTION  WHICH  WOULD  BE  BORNE 
BY  VARIOUS  TYPES  OF  PROPERTY  REMAIN- 
ING ON  THE  TAX  ROLLS 
(Assuming  Replacement  Revenues  Would  Be  Raised  By  Additional 

Property  Taxes) 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


BY 


Excess  Value 

of  Railroads, 

Merchandise 

power  com- 

fixtures, 

panies,  other 

Name  of  County 

Total 

goods  in 

Other 

utilities  and 

and  Assumed 

Remaining 

Industrial 

Other 

Remaining 

process  and 

Tangible 

banks  certi- 

Level of 

Homestead 

Real 

Real 

Real 

machinery 

Personal 

fied  by  the 

Exemption 

Valuation 

Estate* 

Estate 

Estate 

not  affixed 
to  realty 

Property 

State  Board 
of  Assess- 

ment 

Jackson 

$200 

29.89 

Not 

40.61 

70.50 

4.67 

4.62 

20.21 

$1,000 

17.95 

Reported 

47.52 

65.47 

5.47 

5.41 

23.65 

Johnston 

$200 

28.27 

1.39 

43.37 

73.03 

3.12 

10.81 

13.04 

$1,000 

19.57 

1.56 

48.63 

69.76 

3.50 

12.12 

14.62 

Jones 

$200 

29.67 

.17 

41.99 

71.83 

2.24 

11.81 

14.12 

$1,000 

20.38 

.20 

47.53 

68.11 

2.53 

13.38 

15.98 

Lee 

$200 

26.11 

8.86 

35.55 

70.52 

7.87 

8.62 

12.99 

$1,000 

18.39 

9.78 

39.27 

67.44 

8.69 

9.52 

14.35 

Lenoir 

$200 

26.29 

Not 

53.45 

79.74 

6.44 

9.38 

4.44 

$1,000 

20.19 

Reported 

57.87 

78.06 

6.97 

10.16 

4.81 

Lincoln 

$200 

39.14 

17.08 

24.73 

80.95 

4.92 

8.29 

5.84 

$1,000 

29.50 

19.78 

28.65 

77.93 

5.70 

9.61 

6.76 

Macon 

$200 

37.31 

1.63 

42.30 

81.24 

3.04 

11.77 

3.95 

$1,000 

23.72 

1.99 

51.47 

77.18 

3.70 

14.31 

4.81 

Madison 

$200 

48.00 

Not 

11.94 

59.94 

2.46 

6.62 

30.98 

$1,000 

30.86 

Reported 

15.87 

46.73 

3.28 

8.80 

41.19 

Martin 

$200 

24.98 

2.57 

34.75 

62.30 

4.48 

14.76 

18.46 

$1,000 

16.72 

2.85 

38.58 

58.15 

4.98 

16.38 

20.49 

McDowell 

$200 

13.36 

18.38 

22.42 

54.16 

7.90 

2.96 

34.98 

$1,000 

7.47 

19.63 

23.94 

51.04 

8.43 

3.16 

37.37 

Mecklenburg 

$200 

18.00 

9.24 

48.90 

76.14 

10.61 

5.59 

7.66 

$1,000 

13.74 

9.72 

51.44 

74.90 

11.16 

5.88 

8.06 

Mitchell 

$200 

25.96 

2.82 

17.27 

46.05 

3.45 

3.63 

46.87 

$1,000 

13.39 

3.30 

20.20 

36.89 

4.03 

4.25 

54.83 

Montgomery 

$200 

10.29 

47.85 

23.50 

81.64 

2.78 

7.98 

7.60 

$1,000 

5.08 

50.63 

24.86 

80.57 

2.94 

8.44 

8.05 

Moore 

$200 

20.87 

.11 

59.18 

80.16 

3.41 

7.16 

9.27 

$1,000 

13.39 

.12 

64.77 

78.28 

3.74 

7.84 

10.14 

Nash 

$200 

24.74 

5.63 

44.88 

75.25 

6.56 

10.43 

7.76 

$1,000 

17.43 

6.18 

49.24 

72.85 

7.19 

11.45 

8.51 

New  Hanover 

$200 

24.30 

10.39 

48.88 

83.57 

5.58 

5.54 

5.31 

$1,000 

19.79 

11.01 

51.79 

82.59 

5.92 

5.86 

5.63 

""Counties  were  requested  in  1937,  for  the  first  time,  to  report  separately  the  tax  valuation  placed  on  locally  assessed 
real  estate  of  manufacturing  enterprises  and  utilities.  As  will  be  noted,  a  number  of  them  did  not  make  the  separate 
report.  The  valuation  reported  by  a  number  of  others  is  probably  highly  inaccurate.  Therefore,  the  figures  given  in 
this  column  are  probably  the  least  accurate  of  any  in  the  table  (though  there  are,  necessarily,  counterbalancing  errors 
in  column  3).  In  general  it  may  be  said  that  the  figures  in  this  column  represent  the  MINIMUM  percentage  of  addi- 
tional taxes  which  would  be  borne  by  industrial  real  estate.    In  many  counties  the  true  percentage  would  be  higher. 
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TABLE  XVII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE     OF     ADDITIONAL     LEVIES     NECESSITATED     BY 
HOMESTEAD  EXEMPTION  WHICH  WOULD  BE  BORNE 
BY  VARIOUS  TYPES  OF  PROPERTY  REMAIN- 
ING ON  THE  TAX  ROLLS 
(Assuming  Replacement  Revenues  Would  Be  Raised  By  Additional 

Property  Taxes) 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


Excess  Value 

of  Railroads, 

Merchandise 

power  com- 

fixtures, 

panies,  other 

Name  of  County 

Total 

goods  in 

Other 

utilities  and 

and  Assumed 

Remaining 

Industrial 

Other 

Remaining 

process  and 

Tangible 

banks  certi- 

Level of 

Homestead 

Real 

Real 

Real 

machinery 

Personal 

fied  by  the 

Exemption 

Valuation 

Estate* 

Estate 

Estate 

not  affixed 
to  realty 

Property 

State  Board 
of  Assess- 
ment 

Northampton 

$200 

22.49 

1.92 

42.21 

66.62 

2.72 

10.13 

20.53 

$1,000 

12.43 

2.17 

47.69 

62.29 

3.07 

11.44 

23.20 

Onslow 

$200 

32.47 

.13 

33.60 

66.20 

1.77 

11.99 

20.04 

$1,000 

21.12 

.15 

39.25 

60.52 

2.07 

14.01 

23.40 

Orange 

$200 

31.05 

14.97 

28.21 

74.23 

4.38 

9.29 

12.10 

$1,000 

21.19 

17.11 

32.24 

70.54 

5.01 

10.62 

13.83 

Pamlico 

$200 

23.23 

.07 

50.02 

73.32 

2.39 

10.04 

14.25 

$1,000 

10.44 

.09 

58.36 

68.89 

2.78 

11.71 

16.62 

Pasquotank 

$200 

28.02 

3.96 

46.59 

78.57 

7.06 

10.16 

4.21 

$1,000 

20.34 

4.38 

51.57 

76.29 

7.81 

11.24 

4.66 

Pender 

$200 

31.28 

.32 

28.51 

60.11 

2.02 

7.47 

30.40 

$1,000 

19.32 

.38 

33.47 

53.17 

2.37 

8.77 

35.69 

Perquimans 

$200 

27.01 

4.64 

47.10 

78.75 

2.12 

12.29 

6.84 

$1,000 

16.99 

5.28 

53.57 

75.84 

2.41 

13.97 

7.78 

Person 

$200 

24.36 

Not 

33.94 

58.30 

22.11 

8.03 

11.56 

$1,000 
Pitt 

$200 

16.40 

Reported 

37.51 

53.91 

24.43 

8.88 

12.78 

26.32 

2.42 

44.83 

73.57 

6.23 

11.15 

9.05 

$1,000 

20.62 

2.61 

48.29 

71.52 

6.72 

12.01 

9.75 

Polk 

$200 

27.76 

13.64 

41.56 

82.96 

3.87 

4.44 

8.73 

$1,000 

16.41 

15.78 

48.10 

80.29 

4.48 

5.14 

10.09 

Randolph 

$200 

38.43 

7.52 

31.23 

77.18 

10.24 

8.47 

4.11 

$1,000 

25.66 

9.08 

37.71 

72.45 

12.37 

10.22 

4.96 

Richmond 

$200 

14.95 

27.41 

35.22 

77.58 

6.40 

6.80 

9.22 

$1,000 

10.06 

28.98 

37.25 

76.29 

6.77 

7.19 

9.75 

Robeson 

$200 

23.01 

10.33 

37.54 

70.88 

4.76 

9.02 

15.34 

$1,000 

15.82 

11.29 

41.05 

68.16 

5.20 

9.87 

16.77 

Rockingham 

$200 

14.77 

14.69 

26.27 

55.73 

29.05 

6.34 

8.88 

$1,000 

9.03 

15.68 

28.04 

52.75 

31.01 

6.77 

9.47 

Rowan 

$200 

24.08 

15.17 

42.17 

81.42 

4.78 

6.14 

7.66 

$1,000 

18.79 

16.23 

45.10 

80.12 

5.12 

6.56 

8.20 

Rutherford 

$200 

23.82 

10.09 

35.58 

69.49 

9.60 

5.96 

14.95 

$1,000 

14.37 

11.34 

40.00 

65.71 

10.79 

6.70 

16.80 

*Counties  were  requested  in  1937,  for  the  first  time,  to  report  separately  the  tax  valuation  placed  on  locally  assessed 
real  estate  of  manufacturing  enterprises  and  utilities.  As  will  be  noted,  a  number  of  them  did  not  make  the  separate 
report.  The  valuation  reported  by  a  number  of  others  is  probably  highly  inaccurate.  Therefore,  the  figures  given  in 
this  column  are  probably  the  least  accurate  of  any  in  the  table  (though  there  are,  necessarily,  counterbalancing  errors 
in  column  3).  In  general  it  may  be  said  that  the  figures  in  this  column  represent  the  MINIMUM  percentage  of  addi- 
tional taxes  which  would  be  borne  by  industrial  real  estate.    In  many  counties  the  true  percentage  would  be  higher. 
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TABLE  XVII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE     OF     ADDITIONAL     LEVIES     NECESSITATED 
HOMESTEAD  EXEMPTION  WHICH  WOULD  BE  BORNE 
BY  VARIOUS  TYPES  OF  PROPERTY  REMAIN- 
ING ON   THE  TAX  ROLLS 
(Assuming  Replacement  Revenues  Would  Be  Raised  By  Additional 

Property  Taxes) 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


BY 


Excess  Value 

of  Railroads, 

Merchandise 

power  com- 

fixtures, 

panies,  other 

Name  of  County 

Total 

goods  in 

Other 

utilities  and 

and  Assumed 

Remaining 

Industrial 

Other 

Remaining 

process  and 

Tangible 

banks  certi- 

Level of 

Homestead 

Real 

Real 

Real 

machinery 

Personal 

fied  by  the 

Exemption 

Valuation 

Estate* 

Estate 

Estate 

not  affixed 
to  realty 

Property 

State  Board 
of  Assess- 
ment 

Sampson 

$200 

32.82 

.52 

38.64 

71.98 

2.56 

14.32 

11.14 

$1,000 

21.65 

.60 

45.07 

67.32 

2.99 

16.70 

12.99 

Scotland 

$200 

22.86 

10.48 

43.60 

76.94 

3.82 

6.30 

12.94 

$1,000 

18.12 

11.12 

.46.28 

75.52 

4.06 

6.68 

13.74 

Stanly 

$200 

15.40 

18.78 

39.86 

74.04 

10.24 

8.71 

7.01 

$1,000 

8.36 

20.34 

43.18 

71.88 

11.10 

9.44 

7.58 

Stokes 

$200 

46.03 

1.30 

31.31 

78.64 

2.05 

11.68 

7.63 

•$1,000 

35.67 

1.55 

37.32 

74.54 

2.45 

13.91 

9.10 

Surry 

$200 

29.21 

Not 

41.39 

70.60 

8.63 

11.20 

9.57 

$1,000 

20.30 

Reported 

46.60 

66.90 

9.72 

12.60 

10.78 

Swain 

$200 

11.72 

Not 

37.27 

48.99 

2.34 

4.75 

43.92 

$1,000 

5.14 

Reported 

40.04 

45.18 

2.52 

5.11 

47.19 

Transylvania 

$200 

24.51 

3.81 

53.11 

81.43 

4.99 

6.96 

6.62 

$1,000 

15.06 

4.29 

59.76 

79.11 

5.61 

7.83 

7.45 

Tyrrell 

$200 

25.65 

.83 

56.12 

82.60 

3.15 

9.62 

4.63 

$1,000 

12.42 

.97 

66.11 

79.50 

3.71 

11.33 

5.46 

Union 

$200 

26.72 

2.84 

43.11 

72.67 

5.58 

11.06 

10.69 

$1,000 

14.44 

3.31 

50.33 

68.08 

6.52 

12.92 

12.48 

Wake 

$200 

30.02 

2.33 

46.55 

78.90 

4.53 

7.70 

8.87 

$1,000 

24.54 

2.51 

50.20 

77.25 

4.89 

8.30 

9.56 

Warren 

$200 

35.46 

.63 

34.29 

70.38 

4.02 

10.20 

15.40 

$1,000 

22.73 

.75 

41.05 

64.53 

4.81 

12.22 

18.44 

Washington 

$200 

23.78 

2.26 

48.31 

74.35 

2.92 

6.84 

15.89 

$1,000 

15.32 

2.51 

53.67 

71.50 

3.25 

7.60 

17.65 

Watauga 

$200 

50.10 

.13 

38.42 

88.65 

2.49 

7.91 

.95 

$1,000 
Wayne 

$200 

36.83 

.17 

48.63 

85.63 

3.15 

10.01 

1.21 

22.59 

4.68 

49.43 

76.70 

5.71 

9.75 

7.84 

$1,000 

16.65 

5.04 

53.22 

74.91 

6.15 

10.50 

8.44 

Wilkes 

$200 

33.40 

4.39 

35.79 

73.58 

7.08 

10.78 

8.56 

$1,000 

19.06 

5.33 

43.50 

67.89 

8.60 

13.10 

10.41 

Wilson 

$200 

24.62 

5.64 

43.04 

73.30 

6.71 

10.84 

9.15 

$1,000 

17.42 

6.18 

47.15 

70.75 

7.35 

11.87 

10.03 

*Counties  were  requested  in  1937,  for  the  first  time,  to  report  separately  the  tax  valuation  placed  on  locally  assessed 
real  estate  of  manufacturing  enterprises  and  utilities.  As  will  be  noted,  a  number  of  them  did  not  make  the  separate 
report.  The  valuation  reported  by  a  number  of  others  is  probably  highly  inaccurate.  Therefore,  the  figures  given  in 
this  column  are  probably  the  least  accurate  of  any  in  the  table  (though  there  are,  necessarily,  counterbalancing  errors 
in  column  3).  In  general  it  may  be  said  that  the  figures  in  this  column  represent  the  MINIMUM  percentage  of  addi- 
tional taxes  which  would  be  borne  by  industrial  real  estate.    In  many  counties  the  true  percentage  would  be  higher. 
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TABLE  XVII— Continued 

PERCENTAGE     OF     ADDITIONAL     LEVIES     NECESSITATED 
HOMESTEAD  EXEMPTION  WHICH  WOULD  BE  BORNE 
BY  VARIOUS  TYPES  OF  PROPERTY  REMAIN- 
ING ON   THE  TAX  ROLLS 
(Assuming  Replacement  Revenues  Would  Be  Raised  By  Additional 

Property  Taxes) 
(Based  on  1937  Tax  Valuations) 


BY 


Excess  Value 

of  Railroads, 

Merchandise 

power  com- 

fixtures. 

panies,  other 

Name  of  County 

Total 

goods  in 

Other 

utilities  and 

and  Assumed 

Remaining 

Industrial 

Other 

Remaining 

process  and 

Tangible 

banks  certi- 

Level of 

Homestead 

Real 

Real 

Real 

machinery 

Personal 

fied  by  the 

Exemption 

Valuation 

Estate* 

Estate 

Estate 

not  affixed 
to  realty 

Property 

State  Board 
of  Assess- 
ment 

Yadkin 

$200 

55.64 

Not 

22.77 

78.41 

1.79 

19.01 

.79 

$1,000 

41.87 

Reported 

29.84 

71.71 

2.34 

24.91 

1.04 

Yancey 

$200 

45.62 

Not 

32.45 

78.07 

2.45 

8.44 

11.04 

$1,000 

30.78 

Reported 

41.30 

72.08 

3.12 

10.75 

14.05 

*Counties  were  requested  in  1937,  for  the  first  time,  to  report  separately  the  tax  valuation  placed  on  locally  assessed 
real  estate  of  manufacturing  enterprises  and  utilities.  As  will  be  noted,  a  number  of  them  did  not  make  the  separate 
report.  The  valuation  reported  by  a  number  of  others  is  probably  highly  inaccurate.  Therefore,  the  figures  given  in 
this  column  are  probably  the  least  accurate  of  any  in  the  table  (though  there  are,  necessarily,  counterbalancing  errors 
in  column  3).  In  general  it  may  be  said  that  the  figures  in  this  column  represent  the  MINIMUM  percentage  of  addi- 
tional taxes  which  would  be  borne  by  industrial  real  estate.    In  many  counties  the  true  percentage  would  be  higher. 
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Table  XVIII 

Explanatory  Comments : 

1.  This  Table  was  prepared  because  some  states  which  have 
adopted  homestead  exemptions  have  limited  the  number  of  acres 
which  may  be  treated  as  part  of  the  homestead.  The  smallest  of 
such  limitations  is  forty  acres,  and  that  figure  was  used  in  com- 
piling the  Table.  Any  larger  limitation  on  acreage  would  serve 
simply  to  reduce  the  already  small  percentages  shown  in  the 
Table. 
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TABLE  XVIII 

PERCENTAGE  BY  WHICH   EXEMPTED  AMOUNT  WOULD  BE  RE- 
DUCED IF  A  HOMESTEAD  WERE  LIMITED  TO  FORTY  ACRES 

(Selected   Counties  for   Which   Information  is   Available)* 


Name  of  County 


Alexander 

Avery 

Bladen 

Buncombe 

Carteret 

Caswell 

Catawba 

Cleveland 

Columbus 

Cumberland. 

Currituck 

Durham 

Harnett 

Haywood 

Hertford 

Hyde 

Macon 

New  Hanover 

Onslow 

Pasquotank -- 

Pitt 

Rockingham 

Rutherford 

Washington 

Wilson... 

Unweighted  Average — 25  Counties 


Assumed  Amount  of  Exempton 


$200 


.15 

.02 

.06 

.01 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.01 

.00 

.04 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.02 

.00 

.005 

.12 

.00 

.004 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.10 

.00 

.01 


.02 


$300 


.55 
.03 
.30 
.05 
.02 
.003 
.00 
.02 
.03 
.12 
.00 
.00 
.01 
.07 
.00 
.01 
1.12 
.00 
.25 
.00 
.00 
.01 
.29 
.01 
.01 


.12 


$500 


1.85 
.44 

1.24 
.26 
.08 
.25 
.00 
.06 
.28 
.46 
.11 
.002 
.23 
.41 
.02 
.19 

5.12 
.00 

1.07 
.00 
.00 
.19 

1.11 
.03 
.01 


.54 


$700 


4.17 

1.47 

2.92 
.61 
.11 

1.41 
.05 
.25 
.79 

1.18 
.44 
.01 
.80 

1.11 
.11 
.72 

9.38 
.01 

2.43 
.04 
.02 
.94 

2.25 
.26 
.04 


1.26 


$1,000 


8.85 
3.76 
6.74 
1.31 

.14 
4.73 

.35 

.82 
2.26 
2.79 
1.47 

.13 
2.13 
2.38 

.58 

1.74 

14.30 

.08 
6.27 

.18 

.16 
3.02 
4.20 
1.44 

.20 


2.80 


This  information  can  be  obtained  only  for  the  counties  for  which  the  work  sheets  show  the  number  of  acres  in  each 
tract  and  also  show  the  tax  valuation  of  buildings,  separately.  In  working  out  these  figures,  the  building  value  is 
deducted  from  the  total  value  and  the  remainder  divided  by  the  number  of  acres.  The  per  acre  valuation  is  then 
multiplied  by  forty  and  the  building  value  added  to  the  result.  The  difference  between  the  exempted  amount  with 
and  without  a  forty  acre  limitation  can  then  be  computed.  Of  course,  this  assumes  that  each  acre  on  the  particular 
tract  is  valued  at  the  same  amount,  which  is  contrary  to  fact.  However,  this  table,  in  all  probability,  shows  the  maximum 
difference  in  exempted  amounts  which  would  result  from  such  a  limitation.  The  table  demonstrates  that  an  acreage 
limitation  would  have  a  comparatively  inconsequential  effect. 
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TABLE  A 

TOTAL    ASSESSED    VALUATION    OF    TAXABLE    PROPERTY 

(By  Counties,  1936  and  1937) 


County 


Total 
Assessed 
Valuation 

1937 


Total 

Assessed 

Valuation 

1936 


Increase 


Decrease 


Alamance.. 
Alexander.. 
Alleghany.. 

Anson 

Ashe 

Avery 

Beaufort 

Bertie 

Bladen 

Brunswick.. 
Buncombe.. 

Burke 

Cabarrus 

Caldwell.... 

Camden 

Carteret 

Caswell 

Catawba 

Chatham... 
Cherokee... 

Chowan 

Clay 

Cleveland.  _. 
Columbus.. 

Craven 

Cumberland 
Currituck... 

Dare 

Davidson... 

Davie 

Duplin 

Durham 

Edgecombe. 

Forsyth 

Franklin 

Gaston 

Gates 

Graham 

Granville... 

Greene 

Guilford.... 

Halifax 

Harnett 

Haywood 

Henderson.. 
Hertford... 

Hoke 

Hyde 

Iredell 

Jackson 

Johnston 

Jones 

Lee 

Lenoir 


35 

7 

4 

14 

3 

4 

21 

9 

11 

7 

89 

25 

45 

21 

3 

10 

7 

43 

15 

7 

7 

1 

29 

19 

13 

23 

4 

2 

32 

10 

15 

111 

24 

161 

12 

82 

5 

6 

16 

6 

171 

30 

21 

24 

21 

9 

7 

3 

34 


30, 

3, 

11, 

21, 


,611,200 
,675,746 
,083,125 
,441,545 
,858,812 
,377,990 
,681,701 
,744,808 
,019,971 
,008,435 
,762,336 
,041,399 
,150,284 
,816,092 
,153,112 
,225,427 
,981,646 
,863,049 
,591,969 
,415,254 
,085,807 
,597,777 
,458,030 
,083,301 
,404,862 
,423,769 
,307,986 
,681,568 
,821,890 
,860,030 
,839,617 
,861,381 
,493,976 
,158,015 
,033,357 
,394,457 
,530,445 
,560,030 
,976,757 
,731,857 
,328,569 
,814,405 
,805,507 
,210,933 
,521,597 
,891,942 
,312,601 
,846,853 
,419,281 
,018,776 
,824,897 
,974,154 
,786,809 
366,620 


30,666,116 

7,165,852 

3,937,983 

14,400,067 

3,469,432 

4,184,138 

19,798,926 

9,649,862 

10,325,119 

6,458,949 

82,685,014 

19,253,180 

39,265,762 

20,612,556 

3,030,998 

9,312,740 

7,224,320 

38,421,387 

15,087,884 

7,242,088 

6,765,207 

1,699,429 

29,051,814 

18,335,110 

13,001,015 

20,131,681 

4,414,461 

2,597,758 

32,392,031 

10,737,075 

15,614,674 

99,624,872 

23,963,048 

158,451,120 

11,091,498 

75,853,953 

5,031,879 

6,497,282 

16,563,012 

6,762,255 

160,028,332 

30,308,319 

18,747,123 

22,757,401 

20,416,186 

7,606,148 

7,224,225 

3,474,955 

32,122,751 

7,983,088 

30,155,580 

3,922,562 

10,674,409 

18,281,710 


4,945 

509 

145 

41 

389 

193 

1,882 

94 

694 

549 

7,077 

5,788 

5,884 

1,20.3 

122 

912 

757 

5,441 

504 

173 

320 


,084 
,894 
,142 
,478 
,380 
,852 
,775 
,946 
,852 
,486 
,322 
,219 
,522 
,536 
,114 
,687 
,326 
,662 
,085 
,166 
,600 


406 

748 

403 

3,292 


,216 
,191 

,847 
,088 


83 

429 

122 

224 

12,236 

530 

2,706 

941 

6,540 

498 

62 

413 


,810 
,859 
,955 
,943 
,509 
,928 
,895 
,859 
,504 
,566 
,748 
,745 


11,300 

506 

3,058 

1,453 

1,105 

2,285 

88 

371 

2,296 

35 

669 

51 

1,112 

3,084 


,237 
,086 
,384 
,532 
,411 
,794 
,376 
,898 
,530 
,688 
,317 
,592 
,400 
,910 


101,652 


106,475 


30,398 
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TABLE  A — Continued 

TOTAL    ASSESSED    VALUATION    OF    TAXABLE    PROPERTY 

(By  Counties,  1936  and  1937) 


County 


Total 
Assessed 
Valuation 

1937 


Total 
Assessed 
Valuation 

1936 


Increase 


Decrease 


Lincoln 

Macon 

Madison 

Martin 

McDowell 

Mecklenburg., 

Mitchell 

Montgomery.. 

Moore 

Nash 

New  Hanover. 
Northampton. 

Onslow 

Orange 

Pamlico 

Pasquotank 

Pender 

Perquimans 

Person 

Pitt.... 

Polk 

Randolph 

Richmond 

Robeson 

Rockingham.. 

Rowan 

Rutherford 

Sampson 

Scotland 

Stanly 

Stokes 

Surry 

Swain 

Transylvania.. 

Tyrrell 

Union 

Vance 

Wake 

Warren 

Washington 

Watauga 

Wayne 

Wilkes 

Wilson 

Yadkin 

Yancey 


Totals. 


Percent  Increase  (Net) . 


13 

5 

7 

11 

17 

141 

6 

13 

20 

26 

53 

10 

7 

14 

3 

14 

8 

5 

10 

34 

5 

21, 

22, 

31, 

41, 

61, 

23, 

18, 

11, 

23, 

9, 

26, 

5, 

4, 

2, 

15, 

18, 

85, 

9, 

6, 

7, 

32, 

15, 

26, 

8, 

4, 


,049,782 
,550,521 
,479,468 
,929,236 
,241,221 
,495,825 
,783,870 
,407,694 
,433,209 
,689,092 
,159,681 
,720,225 
,635,305 
,882,394 
,753,515 
,106,448 
,688,757 
,871,512 
,422,503 
,210,492 
,255,371 
,850,253 
,262,561 
,806,846 
,899,742 
,980,507 
,364,157 
,256,398 
,505,041 
968,943 
443,674 
270,335 
949,986 
905,159 
687,172 
646,974 
181,891 
029,353 
497,169 
186,303 
628,097 
783,869 
352,522 
979,650 
260,523 
635,143 


$  2,348,030,143 


12,726,151 

5,526,209 

7,344,983 

11,065,532 

16,504,949 

134,478,690 

6,237,231 

13,331,037 

20,174,557 

25,399,467 

51,467,119 

9,664,771 

6,755,212 

13,939,570 

3,685,492 

12,389,742 

7,710,962 

5,630,610 

10,021,087 

30,774,081 

5,289,528 

18,105,430 

22,038,682 

31,219,296 

39,246,100 

59,970,273 

22,525,528 

17,456,343 

11,375,563 

23,085,263 

8,565,272 

23,537,955 

5,944,737 

4,555,722 

2,532,204 

14,820,836 

17,283,378 

77,901,692 

9,050,770 

5,646,604 

7,503,796 

31,930,170 

12,132,466 

25,702,836 

8,179,316 

4,616,440 


$  2,199,517,988 


323,631 

24,312 

134,485 

863,704 

736,272 

7,017,135 

546,639 

76,657 

258,652 

1,289,625 

1,692,562 

1,055,454 

880,093 

942,824 

68,023 

1,716,706 

977,795 

240,902 

401,416 

3,436,411 


3,744,823 
223,879 
587,550 

2,653,642 

2,010,234 
838,629 
800,055 
129,478 
883,680 
878,402 

2,732,380 
5,249 
349,437 
154,968 
826,138 
898,513 

7,127,661 
446,399 
539,696 
124,301 
853,699 

3,220,056 

1,276,814 
81,207 
18,703 


$      148,784,837 


6.77% 


34,157 


272,682 
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TABLE  B 

TOTAL  COUNTY,  CITY,  AND  DISTRICT  PROPERTY  TAX  LEVIES, 

1937 


County-wide 
Levies 

City  and 
Town  Levies 

District 
Levies  (1) 

Total 

Levy  by 

County  or 

City  (1) 

Total  Levy 
for  County 

and  all 
Subdivisions 

Alamance .         ..         .   - 

$          420,212 

99,785 

36,749 
180,518 

54,023 
91,938 

275,358 
152,994 

164,198 

122,648 
857,229 

225,373 

288,962 
218,161 

33,108 
184,057 

111,743 

$          206,414 

3,584 

17,649 

33,770 

11,969 

1,020 

2,512 

226 

2,920 

569 

851 

27,417 

601 
4,002 

525 
1,174 
1,941 

3,070 
13,901 

280 
49,860 

9,008 

1,166 

766 

14,696 

5,146 

1,378 
7,467 

10,375 

809,131 

33,977 

12,796 

7,263 

2,027 

877 

76,268 

22,903 

137,760 
5,590 

14,619 

78,679 

707 

23,244 

39,769 

786 

486 

$            41,934 
34,081 

3,433 

11,829 
4,289 

31,238 

309,421 

22,507 

21,265 

9,840 

34,914 

17,088 

$          462,146 

206,414 

3,584 

17,649 

33,770 

99,785 

11,969 

36,749 

214,599 

1,020 

2,512 

226 

2,920 

569 

851 

27,417 

54,023 

601 

4,002 

91,938 

525 

1,174 

1,941 

278,791 

3,070 

13,901 

280 

61,689 

157,283 

9,008 

1,166 

766 

14,696 

195,436 

5,146 

1,378 

7,467 

122,648 

10,375 

1,166,650 

809,131 

33,977 

12,796 

7,263 

247,880 

2,027 

877 

97,533 

22,903 

288,962 

147,600 

5,590 

218,161 

14,619 

113,593 

707 

50,196 

184,057 

23,244 

39,769 

786 

111,743 

486 

$          723,563 

Burlington ...       .   _ 

Elon  College      .     .. 

Graham .     . 

Mebane  (2).        .     _ 

Alexander.            ......     ... 

Taylorsville.     ..       .     .  .   . 

Alleghany.     .           .     .  .     

Anson ..       _     ...       ...... 

111,754 

36,749 
250  114 

Ansonville..  _     .       .   .     

Lilesville  ..  ._ 

McFarlan        

Morven.     .... 

Peachland.  .       ..     .  _ 

Polkton 

Wadesboro     ...       ..... 

Ashe ..       . 

58,626 

Jefferson     _           .  .   . 

West  Jeff e;  son    . 

Avery       .       ....... 

95,578 

Banners  Elk  (3) 

Elk  Park 

Newland        . 

Beaufort .....     .     .._ 

357,731 

Aurora.  .              . 

Belhaven...        .           .   .   ._ 

Pantego  (3) 

Washington ...     .__ 

Bertie 

182,919 

Aulander...     _     

Colerain . 

Kelford 

Windsor.    .. 

Bladen...  . 

209  427 

Bladenboro  (3) 

Clarkton  (3) 

Elizabethtown 

Brunswick.    ._ ..   .   __ 

Southport.  _.  ... 
Buncombe .     . 

Asheville .     . 

133,023 
2,029,817 

Biltmore          .     . 

Black  Mountain ...     . 

Weaverville . 

Burke .. 

371,220 

Drexel  (3) 

Glen  Alpine..              _  . 

Morganton ..     

Valdese.   .     .   . 

Cabarrus.. __ 

442,152 

Concord     .... 

Mount  Pleasant _______ 

Caldwell 

347,080 

Granite  Falls..   .         .  .       . 

Lenoir .. 

Rhodhiss ...       .   .   . 

Camden ..         .   . 

50,196 

Carteret 

247,856 

Beaufort  .     .       .  .         .     . 

Morehead  City 

Newport ..     .. 

Caswell      ...     ...     .  

112,229 

Milton...  ... .. 

1 .  District  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  cities  shown  opposite  cities.  All  other  district  taxes  shown  opposite  counties. 

Total  county  or  city  levies  include  district  levies  on  this  basis. 

2.  City  lies  in  two  counties,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  in  county  with  which  listed. 

3.  1937  report  not  received.     1936  valuation  and  tax  rate  used. 

4.  Includes  county-wide  school  administrative  unit  taxes. 
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TABLE  B— Continued 

TOTAL  COUNTY,  CITY,  AND  DISTRICT  PROPERTY  TAX  LEVIES, 

1937 


Catawba 

Catawba 

Claremont 

Conover 

Hickory 

Longview 

Maiden 

Newton 

Chatham 

Gjldston 

Pittsb3ro 

Siler  City. 

Cherokee 

Andrews 

Marble 

Murphy 

Chowan 

Edenton 

Clay 

Hayesville 

Cleveland 

Graver  (3) 

Kings  Mountain. 

Lattimore 

Shelby 

Waco 

Columbus 

Cerro  Gordo 

Chadbourn 

Fair  Bluff  (3).... 

Tabor  City 

Whiteville 

Lake  Waccamaw. 

Craven 

Bridgeton  (3) 

Dover 

New  Bern 

Vanceboro 

Cumberland 

Fayetteville 

Hope  Mills  (3).. 
Wade 

Currituck 

Dare 

Manteo 

Davidson 

Denton 

Lexington 

Thomasville 

Davie 

Mocksville 

Duplin. 

Beulaville 

Calypso 

Kenansville 

Magnolia 

Rose  Hill 

Teacheys 

Faison  (3) 

Wallace 

Warsaw 


Total 

Total  Levy 

County-wide 

City  and 

District 

Levy  by 

for  County 

Levies 

Town  Levies 

Levies  (1) 

County  or 
City  (1) 

and  all 
Subdivisions 

$          394,767 

$              2,198 

957 

9,936 

138,804 

7,371 

10,424 

3,021 

$          394,767 

2,198 

957 

9,936 

138,804 

7,371 

10,424 

3,021 

$          567,478 

194,900 

209 

5,886 

20,275 

194,900 

209 

5,886 

20,275 

221,270 

104,554 

11,019 

1,275 

22,372 

S            27,508 

132,062 

11,019 

1,275 

22,372 

166,728 

92,115 

31,682 

92,115 
31,682 

123,797 

39,944 

763 

39,944 
763 

40,707 

141,399 

580 

56,387 

536 

105,991 

247,390 

580 

56,387 

536 

402,915 

60,919 

36,602 

97,521 

501 

501 

251,900 

416 

8,572 

3,132 

15,586 

35,367 

396 

251,900 

416 

8,572 

3,132 

15,586 

35,367 

396 

315,369 

247,989 

973 
343 

2,738 

250,727 
973 
343 

336,122 

77,235 

3,511 

80,746 

3,333 

3,333 

423,970 

84,527 

2,348 

314 

19,327 

443,297 

84,527 

2,348 

314 

530,486 

38,772 

2,428 

41,200 

41,200 

50,950 

4,412 

8,152 

59,102 
4,412 

63,514 

272,422 

3,919 
115,468 

41,098 

313,520 

3,919 

115,468 

554,581 

112,887 

8,787 

121,674 

92,310 

15,195 

92,310 
15,195 

107,505 

261,354 

2,397 

706 

678 

803 

1,040 

175 

3,233 

11,578 

12,038 

3,983 

265,337 

2,397 

706 

678 

803 

1,040 

175 

3,233 

11,578 

12,038 

297,985 

1 .  District  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  cities  shown  opposite  cities.  All  other  district  taxes  shown  opposite  counties. 

Total  county  or  city  levies  include  district  levies  on  this  basis. 

2.  City  lies  in  two  counties,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  in  county  with  which  listed. 

3.  1937  report  not  received.     1936  valuation  and  tax  rate  used. 

4.  Includes  county-wide  school  administrative  unit  taxes. 
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TABLE  B— Continued 

TOTAL  COUNTY,  CITY,  AND  DISTRICT  PROPERTY  TAX  LEVIES, 

1937 


County-wide 
Levies 

City  and 
Town  Levies 

District 
Levies  (1) 

Total 

Levy  by 

County  or 

City  (1) 

Total  Levy 
for  County 

and  all 
Subdivisions 

Durham.      ....     

Durham 

$          671,168 
257,187 

886,369 
120,334 

519,085 

63,600 

76,096 

224,093 

134,637 
1,284,964 

261,922 

272,569 
322,005 

$      1,044,771 

1,654 

4,928 

383 

46,518 

7,697 

19,716 
1,117,220 

743 

15,332 

21,812 

2,310 

41,008 
34,708 
30,642 

6,977 
188,305 

1,515 
34,185 

5,317 

1,150 

1,655 

5,600 

54,882 

619 

375 

2,393 

13,726 

676 

16,857 

825,649 

111,088 

5,031 

502,327 

23,532 
2,024 
1,090 
11,223 
49,142 
19,599 
28,333 

7,987 

1,016 

60,834 

11,112 

93,589 

5,247 

11,658 

38,849 

$              8,857 

267,786 

3,750 

270,561 
38,713 

104,723 

50,646 

15,719 
163,333 

100,399 
156,295 

9,177 
30,206 

2,598 

$          680,025 

1,312,557 

260,937 

1,654 

4,928 

383 

46,518 

7,697 

886,369 

19,716 

1,387,781 

159,047 

743 

15,332 

21,812 

2,310 

623,808 

41,008 

34,708 

30,642 

6,977 

238,951 

1,515 

34,185 

5,317 

63,600 

1,150 

76,096 

1,655 

224,093 

5,600 

54,882 

619 

375 

134,637 

2,393 

13,726 

676 

1,300,683 

16,857 

988,982 

111,088 

5,031 

602,726 

418,217 

23,532 

2,024 

1,090 

11,223 

49,142 

19,599 

37,510 

302,775 

7,987 

1,016 

60,834 

11,112 

324,603 

93,589 

5,247 

11,658 

38,849 

$      1,992,582 

Edgecombe .. 

322,117 

Macclesfield     . 

Pinetops. _. 

Princeville  (3)..         ..... 

Tarboro .              .  . 

Whitakers  (2) 

Forsyth  ...... 

2,293,866 

Kernersville..       .       .  .. 

Winston-Salem 

Franklin 

199,244 

Bunn .         

Franklinton.. 

Louisburg.  .       . 

Youngsville .  .       .  . 

Gaston .     . .       .  . 

1,017,111 

Belmont 

Bessemer  City    

Cherryville            ... 

Dallas.              .  . 

Gastonia. 

Lowell .     

Mount  Holly 

Stanley.. .. 

Gates. .         ... 

64,750 

Gatesville.   .     _     ..       . 

Graham.  .....     .          

77,751 

Robbinsville 

Granville  .        .     .... 

285,569 

Creedmoor ... 

Oxford 

Stem ..                 

Stovall 

Greene...     

151,432 

Hookerton ..  .  . 

Snow  Hill 

Walstonburg ..     .. 

Guilford 

3,025,367 

Gibsonville  (2) 

Greensboro...   

Greensboro  (New)...     . 

Hamilton  Lakes 

High  Point 

Halifax.. ... 

562,337 

Enfield 

Halifax.   . 

Hobgood..  . . 

Littleton  (2) 

Roanoke  Rapids . .     . 

Scotland  Neck  (3) 

Weldon ... 

Harnett. .   .. 

383,724 

Angier ..     .     . .. 

Coats  (3) 

Dunn...     _.           .     .. 

Lillington.   .       ...  . 

Haywood ..     .. 

473,946 

Canton . .     .... 

Clyde 

Hazel  wood .  ..   .  .. 

Waynesville 

1 .  District  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  cities  shown  opposite  cities.  All  other  district  taxes  shown  opposite  counties. 

Total  county  or  city  levies  include  district  levies  on  this  basis. 

2.  City  lies  in  two  counties,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  in  county  with  which  listed. 

3.  1937  report  not  received.     1936  valuation  and  tax  rate  used. 

4.  Includes  county-wide  school  administrative  unit  taxes. 
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TABLE  B — Continued 

TOTAL  COUNTY,  CITY,  AND  DISTRICT  PROPERTY  TAX  LEVIES, 

1937 


County-wide 
Levies 

City  and 
Town  Levies 

District 

Levies  (1) 

Total 

Levy  by 

County  or 

City  (1) 

Total  Levy 
for  County 

and  all 
Subdivisions 

Henderson „     .     ___     _ 

$          221,672 

93,974 

80,439 

78,861 
461,218 

127,498 
431,548 

53,652 

135,548 
282,040 

180,086 
74,932 

114,436 
168,202 

206,894 

$          113,189 
5,708 
7,418 

21,785 
7,064 

18,409 

925 

20,993 

113,722 

3,007 

1,244 
26,443 

17,055 

15,917 

2,996 

2,816 

432 

1,667 

2,030 

16,010 

16,254 

1,027 

2,625 

674 

4,858 
69,740 

89,398 

10,006 

737 

40,849 

9,860 
9,003 

5,586 
7,956 
3,096 

1,018 
603 
232 
675 

1,074 
803 

7,265 
41,581 

47,538 

735 

9,182 

$           22,942 
5,306 

16,980 

38,536 

29,757 
5,333 

29,013 

5,313 

2,446 

14,148 

$          244,614 

118,495 

5,708 

7,418 

110,954 

21,785 

7,064 

80,439 

18,409 

78,861 

499,754 

925 

20,993 

143,479 

3,007 

132,831 

1,244 

26,443 

431,548 

17,055 

15,917 

2,996 

2,816 

432 

1,667 

2,030 

16,010 

16,254 

53,652 

1,027 

2,625 

674 

135,548 

4,858 

69,740 

282,040 

118,411 

10,006 

737 

180,086 

40,849 

80,245 

9,860 

9,003 

116,882 

5,586 

7,956 

3,096 

182,350 

1,018 

603 

232 

675 

1,074 

803 

7,265 

41,581 

206,894 

47,538 

735 

9,182 

$          376  235 

Hendersonville... 

East  Flat  Rock 

Laurel  Park.            . 

Hertford _____________ 

139  803 

Ahoskie...     .              ... 

Murfreesboro.  ... 

Hoke 

98,848 

Raeford.  .       „     __         

Hyde 

78,861 

Iredell 

668,158 

Harmony..   _.         .. . 

Mooresville.      ...         .     . 

Statesville         ...        

Troutman 

Jackson  .....       . 

160,518 

Dillsboro(3) 

Sylva 

Johnston    

506,725 

Benson.   .           ..       

Clayton.  .          ... 

Four  Oaks 

Kenly .       . . 

Micro ..     „ 

Pinelevel  (3) 

Princeton.. 

Selma.    .  

Smithfield 

Jones.     ..     . . 

57,978 

Maysville  (3). 

Pollocksville  (3) 

Trenton ....     .     . 

Lee    ..        .... 

210,146 

Jonesboro          .   . 

Sanford 

Lenoir 

411,194 

Kinston    ..         .... 

LaGrange.  .            .... 

Pink  Hill . 

Lincoln.   ..  . 

220,935 

Lincolnton 

Macon    .  . 

99,108 

Franklin . . 

Highlands 

Madison 

133,520 

Hot  Springs.     ... 

Marshall. 

Mars  Hill 

Martin 

235,601 

Everetts.   .. 

Hamilton 

Hassell 

Jamesville..  . 

Oak  City.... 

Parmele.    . . 

Robersonville. 

Williamston. 

McDowell...  .. 

264,349 

Marion . 

Nebo     ..  .. 

Old  Fort  (3) 

1 .  District  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  cities  shown  opposite  cities.  All  other  district  taxes  shown  opposite  counties. 

Total  county  or  city  levies  include  district  levies  on  this  basis. 

2.  City  lies  in  two  counties,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  in  county  with  which  listed. 

3.  1937  report  not  received.     1936  valuation  and  tax  rate  used. 

4.  Includes  county-wide  school  administrative  unit  taxes. 
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TABLE  B— Continued 

TOTAL  COUNTY,  CITY,  AND  DISTRICT  PROPERTY  TAX  LEVIES, 

1937 


County-wide 
Levies 

City  and 
Town  Levies 

District 
Levies  (1) 

Total 

Levy  by 

County  or 

City  (1) 

Total  Levy 
for  County 

and  all 
Subdivision 

Mecklenburg..   .     . 

Charlotte .     

$      1,160,265 

122,788 
187,708 

181,855 

290,911 

(4)  398,697 
134,002 

127,509 
141,383 

84,453 

141,064 
135,545 

93,944 
140,704 

$      1,372,271 

3,647 

11,183 

5,549 

754 

20,714 

1,320 
1,325 

10,565 
3,456 

20,694 

11,128 
11,003 

5,188 

68,196 

4,125 

2,994 

1,748 

496 

11,173 

52,178 

1,374 

9,424 

9,550 

511,005 

16,419 

290 
4,162 
3,297 
3,089 
2,544 

8,523 
3,714 
1,043 

9,851 
42,995 
10,700 

3,061 
209 

91,826 

301 

11,830 

403 

12,554 
187 

36,160 

$            13,478 
274,454 

61,626 

22,636 
68,000 

22,141 

1,087 
14,695 

15,883 
1,811 

$      1,173,743 

1,646,725 

3,647 

11,183 

5,549 

754 

122,788 

20,714 

187,708 

1,320 

1,325 

10,565 

3,456 

20,694 

243,481 

11,128 

11,003 

5,188 

68,196 

4,125 

313,547 

2,994 

1,748 

496 

11,173 

120,178 

1,374 

9,424 

398,697 

9,550 

511,005 

16,419 

156,143 

290 

4,162 

3,297 

3,089 

2,544 

127,509 

8,523 

3,714 

1,043 

142,470 

9,851 

57,690 

10,700 

84,453 

3,061 

209 

141,064 

107,709 

137,356 

301 

11,830 

403 

93,944 

12,554 

187 

140,704 

36,160 

$      2,841,601 

Cornelius ... 

Davidson .   .       

Huntersville.  .. .     

Matthews.                  .         

Mitchell 

Spruce  Pine ._  . 

143,502 

Montgomery ...         . 

225,068 

Biscoe . 

Candor .       . 

Mount  Gilead 

Star 

Troy 

Moore .     .. 

343,121 

Aberdeen .     . 

Carthage  ...                     

Pinebluff 

Southern  Pines .     

Vass 

Nash.     . .     ..... 

460,934 

Bailey .       .... 

Battleboro  (2)  . 

Middlesex.. 

Nashville ..     . 

Rocky  Mount  (2) . 

Sharpsburg  (2) _.   

Spring  Hope... 

New  Hanover 

935,671 

Carolina  Beach 
Wilmington 

Wrightsville.   ._     ...... 

Northampton 

169,525 

Garysburg _   .   . 

Jackson 

Rich  Square .     .  . 

Seaboard    . 

Woodland.  .         . . 

Onslow .   _ 

140,789 

Jacksonville.   .  . 

Richlands.     ..     .. 

Swansboro 

Orange 

220,711 

Carrboro..  . 

Chapel  Hill.... 

Hillsboro... 

Pamlico... 

87,723 

Oriental 

Vandemere  (3) 

Pasquotank . 

248,773 

Elizabeth  City 

Pender 

149,890 

Atkinson..  .   . 

Burgaw. .  . 

Watha  (3)._ 

Perquimans  .... 

106,685 

Hertford.. 

Winfall  (3) 

Person . 

176,864 

Roxboro..   . 

1 .  District  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  cities  shown  opposite  cities.  All  other  district  taxes  shown  opposite  counties. 

Total  county  or  city  levies  include  district  levies  on  this  basis. 

2.  City  lies  in  two  counties,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  in  county  with  which  listed. 

3.  1937  report  not  received.     1936  valuation  and  tax  rate  used. 

4.  Includes  county-wide  school  administrative  unit  taxes. 
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TABLE  B— Continued 

TOTAL  COUNTY,  CITY,  AND  DISTRICT  PROPERTY  TAX  LEVIES, 

1937 


Pitt 

Ayden 

Bethel 

Farmville 

Fountain 

Greenville 

Grifton 

Grimesland 

Winterville 

Polk 

Columbus 

Saluda 

Tryon 

.Randolph 

Asheboro 

Franklinville 

Liberty 

Ramseur 

Randleman 

Staley 

Richmond 

Ellerbe 

Hamlet 

Rockingham 

Robeson 

Fairmont 

Lumberton 

Maxton 

Orrum 

Parkton 

Pembroke 

Red  Springs 

Rowland . 

St.  Paul 

Rockingham 

Leaksville 

Madison 

Mayodan 

Reidsville 

Stoneville 

Rowan 

China  Grove 
Cleveland  (3)._. 

East  Spencer 

Granite  Quarry. 

Landis 

Rockwell 

Salisbury 

Spencer 

Rutherford 

Bostic 

Ellenboro 

Forest  City 

Rutherfordton_. 

Spindale 

Lake  Lure 

Sampson 

Clinton 

Garland 

Rcseboro 


Total 

Total  Levy 

County-wide 

City  and 

District 

Levy  by 

for  County 

Levies 

Town  Levies 

Levies  (1) 

County  or 
City  (1) 

and  all 
Subdivisions 

$         290,789 

$            15,027 

6,310 

31,081 

4,198 

$            89,514 

$          380,303 

15,027 

6,310 

31,081 

4,198 

$          534,687 

50,908 

41,652 

92,560 

2,480 

2,480 

507 

507 

2,221 

2,221 

105,107 

1,466 

7,625 

23,632 

8,094 

113,201 

1,466 

7,625 

23,632 

145,924 

244,723 

244,723 

353,750 

72,997 

2,644 

75,641 

1,264 

1,264 

11,885 

11,885 

8,336 

8,336 

11,704 

11,704 

197 

197 

211,495 

4,337 
46,164 
51,827 

21,197 

232,692 

4,337 

46,164 

51,827 

335,020 

435,753 

22,414 

41,592 

477,345 
22,414 

600,781 

40,523 

6,398 

46,921 

13,422 

13,422 

199 

199 

2,083 

2,083 

3,648 

3,648 

16,843 

7,546 

10,360 

16,843 

7,546 

10,360 

502,797 

33,535 
20,460 

26,437 

529,234 
33,535 
20,460 

702,342 

1,447 

1,447 

115,876 

115,876 

1,790 

1,790 

396,675 

12,893 
761 

14,407 

411,082 

12,893 

761 

817,159 

10,834 

4,510 

15,344 

606 

606 

3,719 

3,719 

2,950 

2,950 

253,204 

76,829 

330,033 

39,771 

39,771 

350,462 

242 

625 

40,189 

27,104 

58,330 

7,717 

350,462 

242 

625 

40,189 

27,104 

58,330 

7,717 

484,669 

182,564 

34,175 
372 

8,525 

182,564 

34,175 

372 

8,525 

225,636 

1 .  District  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  cities  shown  opposite  cities.  All  other  district  taxes  shown  opposite  counties. 

Total  county  or  city  levies  include  district  levies  on  this  basis. 

2.  City  lies  in  two  counties,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  in  county  with  which  listed. 

3.  1937  report  not  received.     1936  valuation  and  tax  rate  used. 

4.  Includes  county-wide  school  administrative  unit  taxes. 
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TABLE  B — Continued 

TOTAL  COUNTY,  CITY,  AND  DISTRICT  PROPERTY  TAX  LEVIES, 

1937 


County-wide 
Levies 

Ci  L.y  and 
Town  Levies 

District 
Levies  (1) 

Total 

Levy  by 

County  or 

City  (1) 

Total  Levy 
for  County 

and  all 
Subdivisions 

Scotland.         .     __     .... 

East  Laurinburg .     _____ 

$           83,987 

299,611 

169,986 
223,298 

95,199 
79,464 

48,369 
258,175 

161,819 
637,720 

80,726 
111,353 

95,350 
377,015 

$                 736 

6,277 

40,879 

4,684 

61,748 

841 

9,015 

2,382 

41,707 

84,714 
7,388 

15,657 

22,865 
1,320 

6,903 

121 

9,955 

63,362 

2,987 

923 

2,311 

121,174 
291 
131 

10,205 

10,557 

9,226 

996 

474 

673,207 

10,705 

12,158 

12,326 

353 
13,700 

822 

20,818 

2,379 

18,836 
13,936 

474 

5,399 

154,615 

24,125 

674 

$           33,543 
13,947 

19,646 
4,905 

6,025 

106,236 

29,044 

728 
60,889 

$          117,530 

736 

6,277 

40,879 

4,684 

313,558 

61,748 

841 

9,015 

2,382 

169,986 

242,944 

46,612 

84,714 

7,388 

95,199 

15,657 

79,464 

22,865 

1,320 

48,369 

6,903 

264,200 

121 

9,955 

63,362 

2,987 

923 

2,311 

161,819 

121,174 

291 

131 

743,956 

10,205 

10,557 

9,226 

996 

474 

673,207 

10,705 

12,158 

12,326 

109,770 

353 

13,700 

111,353 

822 

20,818 

2,379 

96,078 

18,836 

13,936 

437,904 

474 

5,399 

154,615 

24,125 

674 

$          170,106 

Gibson __  .     . 

Laurinburg  .            ______ 

Wagram.. 

Stanly. _   .       .... 

387,544 

Albemarle ... 

New  London 

Norwood... .   . 

Oakboro ..  .     . 

Stokes .   . 

Surry... ...     .     

169,986 
381,658 

Elkin 

Mt.  Airy..     ....     .... 

Pilot  Mountain. . 

Swain .  _ 

110,856 

Bryson  City  _. 
Transylvania.. 

Brevard..  .              ... 

103,649 

Rosman .       .... 

Tyrrell 

55,272 

Columbia ...       _____ 

Union . 

343,859 

Indian  Trail.       ..... 

Marsh  ville . 

Monroe    _.     . 

Waxhaw..   .   . 

Wingate 

Benton  Heights.       

Vance   

283,415 

Henderson . 

Kittrell 

Middleburg ...  _.  . 

Wake 

1,483,810 

Apex..     .   . 

Cary . 

Fuquay  Springs..       

Garner  ....           .         ... 

Holly  Springs .   . 

Raleigh 

Wake  Forest ... 

Wendell 

Zebulon..  .. 

Warren .   

Macon. __  .         ...     ... 

Warrenton  _ . ...     . 

Washington . 

123,823 
135,372 

Creswell . 

Plymouth ....     __   ... 

Roper 

Watauga..   . 

Blowing  Rock .   ..   _. 

128,850 

Boone..  .     _. 

Wayne .   __ 

Eureka..     .     .. 

Fremont . 

Goldsboro    ... 

623,191 

Mt.  Olive 

Pikeville.   .. 

1 .  District  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  cities  shown  opposite  cities.  All  other  district  taxes  shown  opposite  counties. 

Total  county  or  city  levies  include  district  levies  on  this  bisis. 

2.  Citv  lies  in  two  counties,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  in  county  with  which  listed. 

3.  1937  report  not  received.     1936  valuation  and  tax  rate  used. 

4.  Includes  county-wide  school  administrative  unit  taxes. 
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TABLE  B— Continued 

TOTAL  COUNTY,  CITY,  AND  DISTRICT  PROPERTY  TAX  LEVIES, 

1937 


County-wide 
Levies 

City  and 
Town  Levies 

District 
Levies  (1) 

Total 

Levy  by 

County  or 

City  (1) 

Total  Levy 
for  County 

and  all 
Subdivisic  ns 

Wilkes 

N.  Wilkesboro                   _   _ . 

Ronda..     .          ___       _____ 

$          162,737 
283,286 

70,213 
69,527 

$            56,591 
1,076 
4,764 

1,062 
7,126 
2,092 
3,172 
118,992 

154 

237 

2,979 

616 

12,844 

$              1,760 
5,834 

$          164,497 

62,425 

1,076 

4,764 

283,286 

1,062 

7,126 

2,092 

3,172 

118,992 

70,213 

154 

237 

2,979 

616 

69,527 

12,844 

$          232,762 

Wilkesboro 

Wilson..        .....         ..... 

415,73a 

Black  Creek  _ 

Elm  City 

Lucama      

Stantonsburg  ..       ..   

Wilson...  .  . 

Yadkin..   ......... 

74,199 

Boonville  (3) 

East  Bend 

Jones  ville.     ...           .     . 

Yadkinville.  ...       . 

Yancey     ..  . 

Burnsville.     _       _       . 

82,371 

Totals:    County  .. 

$    23,298,459 

$    13,194,142 

$      1,737,613 
1,568,530 

$    25,036,072 
14,762,672 

$    39,798,744 

City 

1 .  District  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  cities  shown  opposite  cities.  All  other  district  taxes  shown  opposite  counties . 

Total  county  or  city  levies  include  district  levies  on  this  basis. 

2.  City  lies  in  two  counties,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  in  county  with  which  listed. 

3.  1937  report  not  received.     1936  valuation  and  tax  rate  used. 

4.  Includes  county-wide  school  administrative  unit  taxes. 
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County  and  District  Rates  on  Tangible 

Personal  Property  ($300  Exemption), 

Eeal  Estate,  Public  Utility  and  Bank 

Excess  (No  Exemption)  .* 


Average    C nvn+y    and 
Diitrict    Rate     1337 

Forsyth 

Durham 

Cabarrus 

Rowan 

Ne  w  Hanover 

Gaston 

Cuilford 

Mecklenburg 

Cleveland 

Davie 

Yadkin 

Wake 

Vance 

Alleghany 

Catawba 

Surry 

Currituck 

Davidson 

Orange 

Burke 

Pasquotank 

Sampson 

Ca/dwell 

Scotlond 

Richmond 

Wilson 

Edgecombe 

Wilkes 

Hoke 

Pitt 

Hertford 

Randolph 

Henderson 

Gdtes 

Lee 

Graham 

Warren 

Nash 

Moore 

McDowell 

Chatham 

Rockingham 

Watauga 

Beaufort 

Buncombe 

Alamance 

Alexander 

Chowan 

Stanly 

Columbus 


UI.33 


'338  Bafts  Lt 
Value,  a  Her  f. 

Bank    Dep.,.lM 

</rd  and 

Collected  by  State  an  Net 

and  Orel-.!,-,,,  of 
2.  Or 

tf°-<jv«hjnj    0 

^cco*j„Aj     free  H 

\\Z5i 

fwirf.             B 

1  ZJt 

C„rf,.r„U  Jt-M 

^30* 

Bonds. A/.r,,. 

Other  Debts      W 

wLWLM  -  r  ■ 

A.  oraqe  f?*te 
P«, J   on 
IntanaibleS 

ZOf 

isia            m 

CHART  A. 

Comparative  Tax  Rates  on  Property — County  and  District  Rates  on 

Tangible  Property  for  1937  and  State  Rates  on 

Intangibles  for  1938. 

*  See  page  260  for  footnote. 
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County  and  District  Rates  on  Tangible 

Personal  Property  ($300  Exemption), 

Real  Estate,  Public  Utility  and  Bank 

Excess  (No  Exemption).* 


Frank  I'm 
Qran/ille 
Wayne 

Haywwd 

Jones 

Person 

Halifax 

Harnett 

Lincoln 

Macon 

Ashe 

Caswell 

Johnston 

Montgomery 

L  enoir 

Irdell 

Northampton 

Anson 

Robeson 

Rutherford 

Yancey 

Martin 

Madison 

Pender 

Camden 

Perquimans 

Swain 

Bertie 

Transylvania 

Jackson 

Onslow 

Duplin 

Union 

Brunswick 

Bladen 

Cherokee 

Carteret 

Stokes 

Tyrrell 

Washington 

Mitchell 

Craven 

Cumberland 

Greene 

Hyde 

Avery 

Polk 

Dare 

Pamlico 

Clay 


CHART  A. 

Comparative  Tax  Rates  on  Property — County  and  District  Rates  on. 

Tangible  Property  for  1937  and  State  Rates  on 

Intangibles  for  1938. 

*  See  page  260  for  footnote. 
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Footnote  to  Chart  A.  County  and  district  rates  for  particular  counties 
were  arrived  at  by  taking  the  rate  which,  applied  to  all  valuation  in  the 
county,  would  produce  the  total  amount  of:  (a)  county-wide  taxes  and  (b) 
district  taxes  other  than  those  levied  or  collected  by  cities.  City  taxes  and 
district  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  cities  are  excluded.  County  and  dis1- 
trict  average  of  $1.33  was  obtained  by  adding  county  and  district  rates 
shown  for  each  county  and  dividing  the  total  by  100.  County  and  district 
weighted  average  is  $1.07.  Average  for  cities  plus  city  districts  are:  un- 
weighted— $1.06;  weighted — $1.32. 
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1328-9  1929-30  1930/  19312 


1932  3  19334.  1934  S  I93T-6  1936-7  I937-& 


CHART  B. 

Total  State  and  Local  Taxes,  Total  State  Taxes,  Total  Local  Taxes,  and 
Total  General  Property  Taxes,  1928-1938. 
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Table  C 

Explanatory  Comments : 

1.  The  special  district  debts  shown  do  not,  in  some  cases,  in- 
clude the  debts  of  the  old  special  charter  school  districts,  which, 
in  those  cases,  appear  as  city  debts. 

2.  The  city  debts  include  utility  debts  and  debts  for  enter- 
prises intended  to  be  wholly  or  partly  self -liquidating,  which,  in 
the  main,  will  be  paid  from  revenues  other  than  property  taxes. 
They  also  include  debts  which  are  to  be  repaid,  at  least  in  theory, 
from  special  benefit  assessments  rather  than  taxes.  However, 
the  special  assessments  are  liens  upon  real  estate.  Further,  both 
of  these  classes  of  bonds  are  general  obligations  of  the  cities 
involved. 

3.  It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  figures  given  represent 
gross  debt,  and  sinking  funds  on  hand  have  not  been  credited 
against  them. 

4.  The  total  of  $329,006,887  compares  with  the  total  (for 
gross  debts  of  the  same  type)  of  $356,163,298  which  the  State 
Tax  Commission,  in  its  1928  Report,  reported  as  outstanding  on 
June  30,  1928.  Thus,  the  intervening  ten  years  saw  a  reduction 
of  $27,156,411,  or  7.62%.  However,  thanks  to  the  intervening 
decline  in  property  valuations,  the  percentage  of  total  tax  valua- 
tion represented  by  such  debts  rose  from  almost  exactly  12%  in 
1928  to  almost  exactly  14%  in  1938. 

5.  The  percentages  given  for  total  debts  by  the  Table  were 
computed  on  a  weighted  basis.  Arithmetical  averages  of  the  per- 
centages for  individual  units  are:  8.96%  for  counties;  9.69% 
for  counties  and  districts  combined;  13.33%  for  cities;  and 
13.94%  for  counties  and  their  subdivisions. 

6.  In  so  far  as  the  amounts  in  the  Table  represent  bonded 
debt  they  were  secured  from  the  records  of  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Commission.  In  so  far  as  they  represent  amounts  owed  to 
the  State  Literary  and  Special  Building  Funds  they  were  secured 
from  the  State  Department  of  Education. 
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TABLE  C. 

TOTAL  GROSS  DEBT  OF  COUNTIES,  DISTRICTS  AND  CITIES, 

JUNE  30,  1938. 

(Includes  Unmatured  and  Matured  Bond  Principal  and  Principal  of 
Debts  to  State  Literary  and  Special  Building  Funds.  Excludes  Defaulted 
Interest  and  Floating  Debt.) 

Percentage  of 

Percentage  of  County   Tax 

1937    Tax  Valuation 

Valuation  of  Represented 

Each    Unit  Total  Debt        by  Total  Debt 

Total   Debt               Represented  of  County             of  County 

of  Particular             by  Its   Total  and  All                  and  All 

Name  of  Unit                                    Unit                             Debt  Subdivisions         Subdivisions 

Alamance  County  2,401,850  6.74               4,767,350              13.39 

Burlington    1,669,000  13.34 

Elon    College    28,000  10.55 

Graham   298,000  11.82 

Mebane    370,500  21.94 

Alexander  County 590,750  7.70                  685,750               8.93 

Taylorsville  95,000  11.11 

Alleghany  County  158,235  3.88                  158,235               3.88 

Anson  County  583,460  4.04                  851,460               5.90 

Spec.   Dist.i    80,000  4.59 

Morven 33,000  11.30 

Wadesboro    155,000  5.65 

Ashe  County 1,079,900  27.99               1,126,400             29.19 

West  Jefferson  46,500  12.78 

Avery  County  543,300  12.41                  554,800             12.67 

Elk  Park  9,500  5.66 

Newland 2,000  1.03 

Beaufort    County   1,839,235  8.48               2,753,185             12.70 

Spec.    Dist.i    347,000  10.08 

Aurora  16,000  5.21 

Belhaven   93,500  10.09 

Pantego2    1,450  1.56 

Washington    456,000  7.59 

Bertie   County  818,675  8.40                1,264,675             12.98 

Spec.  Dist.i  36,000  8.77 

Aulander  125,000  20.81 

Windsor  285,000  38.79 

Bladen  County  945,150  8.58               1,257,100             11.41 

Spec.  Dist.i  214,450  10.52 

Bladenboro    52,000  10.11 

Clarkton    4,000  1.44 

Elizabethtown    41,500  5.56 

Brunswick  County  2,174,350  31.02               2,300,350             32.82 

Southport    126,000  18.46 

Buncombe  County  17,634,150  19.65             47,100,345             52.47 

Spec.  Dist.i  5,808,500  26.12 

Asheville   23,016,555  41.82 

Biltmore  Forest  335,700  12.35 

Black  Mountain  179,600  21.05 

Weaverville    125,840  22.52 

Burke   County   772,650  3.09                1,728,650               6.90 

Spec.  Dist.i  268,000  4.16 

Drexel2    16,000  2.37 

Morganton    474,000  6.84 

Valdese    198,000  8.65 

Cabarrus    County   1,494,450  3.31               2,330,450               5.16 

Concord   762,000  6.20 

Mt.    Pleasant 74,000  13.24 

1  Percentages  given  for  districts  in  second  column  are  percentages  of  county  tax  valuation 
represented  by  combined  debt  of  county  and  districts. 
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Percentage  of 
Percentage  of  County  Tax 

1937    Tax  Valuation 

Valuation  of  Represented 

Eacn   Unit  Total  Debt        by  Total  Debt 

Total    Debt  Represented            of  County             of  County 

of  Particular  by  Its  Total              and  All                  and  All 

Name  of  Unit                                    Unit  Debt                 Subdivisions         Subdivisions 

Caldwell    County    841,173  3.86               1,752,173               8.03 

Spec.  Dist.i  202,000  4.78 

Granite  Falls  132,000  5.42 

Lenoir    577,000  7.70 

Camden  County  55,350  1.76                  176,350               5.59 

Spec.  Dist.i  121,000  5.59 

Carteret  County 3,233,613  31.62               4,656,613             45.54 

Beaufort    566,000  29.22 

Morehead    City   857,000  32.32 

Caswell  County  396,300  4.97                  439,300               5.50 

Spec.  Dist.i  43,000  5.50 

Catawba    County    2,058,850  4.69               3,638,350               8.29 

Catawba    26,000  7.09 

Claremont  1,000  .31 

Conover   43,000  3.89 

Hickory  1,165,500  7.14 

Longview  43,000  4.67 

Maiden     69,000  5.96 

Newton    232,000  6.14 

Chatham    County   1,196,320  7.67               1,486,920               9.54 

Pittsboro   54,600  11.59 

Siler  City  236,000  16.30 

Cherokee  County  605,716  8.17               1,757,216             23.70 

Spec.  Dist.i  511,500  15.07 

Andrews    350,000  34.94 

Murphy?    290,000  22.66 

Chowan  County  518,000  7.31                  570,200               8.05 

Edenton  52,200  1.65 

Clay    County   342,150  21.41                  359,150             22.48 

Hayesville  17,000  16.70 

Cleveland  County  435,000  1.48               2,499,200               8.48 

Spec.  Dist.i  535,000  3.29 

Kings  Mountain  637,000  17.74 

Shelby    888,000  11.22 

Waco    4,200  3.36 

Columbus  County  1,661,700  8.71               1,956,700             10.25 

Chadbourn    30,000  3.67 

Fair  Bluff2  8,000  2.30 

Tabor  City  99,000  12.70 

Whiteville   158,000  8.04 

Craven   County  4,368,300  32.59               5,844,768             43.60 

Spec.  Dist.i  33,000  32.83 

Bridgeton2    11,000  7.91 

New    Bern    1,404,968  20.01 

Vanceboro  27,500  10.31 

Cumberland  County  3,270,630  13.96               4,270,630             18.23 

Spec.  Dist.i  17,000  14.04 

Fayetteville    983,000  8.72 

Currituck  County  42,020  .98                    42,020                 .98 

Dare   County   389,875  14.54                  399,375             14.89 

Manteo  9,500  3.34 

Davidson    County   866,090  2.64               4,527,990             13.80 

1  Percentages  given  for  districts  in  second  column  are  percentages  of  county  tax  valuation 
represented  by  combined  debt  of  county  and  districts. 

2  Percentages  based  on  1936  valuations.    1937  valuations  not  available. 

3  Includes  $68,000  to  be  paid  by  Carolina-Tennessee  Power  and  Light  Co. 
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f  Percentage  of 

Percentage  of  County  Tax 

1937    Tax  Valuation 

Valuation  of  Represented 

Each    Unit  Total  Debt         by  Total  Debt 

Total   Debt  Represented             of  County             of  County 

of  Particular  by  Its  Total              and  All                  and  All 

Name  of  Unit                                   Unit  Debt                Subdivisions         Subdivisions 

Spec.  Dist.i  301,400  3.56 

Denton  8,000  2.04 

Lexington    2,097,000  29.06 

Thomasville    1,255,500  18.57 

Davie  County  344,000  3.17                  456,500               4.20 

Mocksville  112,500  7.40 

Duplin  County  2,105,191  13.29               2,383,991             15.05 

Spec.  Dist.i  18,000  13.40 

Beulaville    6,000  3.13 

Faison2    39,000  9.05 

Wallace   74,000  9.59 

Warsaw  141,800  16.49 

Durham  County 1,725,900  1.54             12,028,900             10.75 

Spec.  Dist.i  1,567,000  2.94 

Durham  8,736,000  10.91 

Edgecombe  County*  1,585,550  6.47               3,711,350             15.15 

Spec.  Dist.i  320,000  7.78 

Macclesfield    4,500  2.72 

Pinetops    76,000  20.82 

Princeville2  300  .39 

Tarboro  730,000  18.83 

Whitakers  46,000  7.47 

Forsyth  County  2,516,000  1.56             18,269,550             11.34 

Kernersville   374,550  33.24 

Winston-Salem  15,379,000  15.51 

Franklin    County   628,500  5.22               1,630,857             13.55 

Spec.  Dist.i  546,500  9.76 

Franklinton    249,357  32.53 

Louisburg   204,500  17.34 

Youngsville  2,000  .87 

Gaston   County   3,099,900  3.76               7,219,503               8.76 

Belmont  208,000  3.04 

Bessemer  City  388,103  16.77 

Cherryville   438,000  17.15 

Dallas2  75,000  10.21 

Gastonia    2,712,000  14.19 

Lowell    33,000  2.18 

Mt.  Holly 222,500  11.06 

Stanley    43,000  6.07 

Gates  County  198,525  3.59                  249,525               4.51 

Spec.  Dist.i  43,000  4.37 

Gatesville    8,000  3.48 

Graham  County  410,750  6.26                  470,750               7.18 

Spec.  Dist.i  24,500  6.63 

Robbinsville    35,500  17.05 

Granville   County  759,520  4.47               1,321,520               7.78 

Oxford  562,000  14.34 

Greene   County   792,400  11.77                  916,400             13.61 

Hookerton  27,000  16.92 

Snow  Hill  93,500  17.03 

Walstonburg    3,500  2.59 

Guilford    County    5,399,500  3.15             33,579,894             19.60 

1  Percentages  given  for  districts  in  second  column  are  percentages  of  county  tax  valuation 
represented  by  combined  debt  of  county  and  districts. 

2  Percentages  based  on  19S6  valuations.    1937  valuations  not  available. 

4  Indebtedness  of  Rocky  Mount  and  Whitakers  divided  proportionately  between   Edgecombe 
and  Nash  Counties. 
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Percentage  of 
Percentage  of  County  Tax 

1937    Tax  Valuation 

Valuation  of  Represented 

Each    Unit  Total  Debt        by  Total  Debt 

Total   Debt  Represented            of  County             of  County 

of  Particular  by  Its   Total              and  All                  and  All 

Name  of  Unit                                    Unit  Debt                 Subdivisions         Subdivisions 

Spec.  Dist.i  1,987,418  4.31 

Gibsonville    106,000  5.28 

Greensboro    14,467,000  15.94 

Hamilton  Lakes  125,000  22.36 

High  Point  11,494,976  28.60 

Halifax    County*    986,613  3.20               2,578,978               8.37 

Spec.  Dist.i  757,000  5.66 

Enfield  224,000  14.28 

Hobgood    3,500  1.28 

Littleton    90,000  9.62 

Roanoke  Rapids  64,000  .65 

Scotland  Neck  363,665  26.20 

Weldon  141,500  8.14 

Harnett  County  1,552,279  7.12               2,316,417             10.62 

Angier   48,000  10.46 

Dunn    651,638  20.35 

Lillington    64,500  9.29 

Haywood   County   1,675,284  6.92               2,729,789             11.28 

Spec.  Dist.i  18,000  6.99 

Canton  467,500  8.49 

Clyde    66,505  23.45 

Hazelwood  62,500  8.58 

Waynesville    440,000  18.12 

Henderson  County 3,340,627  15.52               6,169,339             28.67 

Spec.  Dist.i  182,000  16.37 

East  Flat  Rock  76,000  11.98 

Hendersonville  2,400,712  32.24 

Laurel    Park    170,000  22.92 

Hertford  County  492,250  4.98                  782,750               7.91 

Spec.  Dist.i  80,500  5.79 

Ahoskie    155,000  13.52 

Murfreesboro   50,500  8.22 

Winton  4,500 

Hoke  County  277,950  3.80                  384,950               5.26 

Raeford  107,000  7.75 

Hyde  County  591,050  15.36                  592,550             15.40 

Swan  Quarter 1,500  

Iredell  County 3,300,650  9.59               5,423,850             15.76 

Spec.  Dist.i  584,500  11.29 

Harmony  3,200  1.73 

Mooresville   150,000  3.57 

Statesville  1,360,000  12.80 

Troutman    25,500  8.48 

Jackson  County  995,000  12.41               1,302,000             16.24 

Spec.  Dist.i  23,500  12.70 

Dillsboro2  16,000  5.79 

Sylva    267,500  17.20 

Johnston    County    2,044,500  6.63               4,483,883             14.55 

Spec.  Dist.i  1,521,000  11.57 

Benson  313,000  27.53 

Clayton    101,000  7.93 

Selma  276,383  21.58 

Smithfield    228,000  9.46 

1  Percentages  given  for  districts  in  -econd  column  are  percentages  of  county  tax  valuation 
represented  by  combined  debt  of  county  and  districts. 

5  Indebtedness  of  Town  of  Littleton  divided  proportionately  between  Halifax  and  Warren 
Counties. 
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Total   Debt 
of  Particular 

Name  of  Unit  Unit 

Jones  County  539,000 

Pollocksville2    34,000 

Lee  County  792,795 

Jonesboro    33,650 

Sanford   763,000 

Lenoir    County    1,861,511 

Spec.  Dist1  346,000 

Kinston    638,000 

La   Grange  114,000 

Pink  Hill  8,000 

Lincoln  County  984,270 

Lincolnton    337,000 

Macon    County    906,650 

Franklin    305,000 

Highlands   126,000 

Madison   County  703,616 

Spec.  Dist.i  82,000 

Hot    Springs    15,000 

Marshall    141,000 

Mars  Hill  87,000 

Martin   County   930,750 

Spec.  Dist.i  160,000 

Hamilton  10,000 

Oak  City  9,500 

Robersonville    133,000 

Williamston    337,500 

McDowell  County  1,306,700 

Marion  364,500 

Nebo  2,000 

Old   Fort2   114,500 

Mecklenburg  County 4,503,250 

Charlotte  10,380,000 

Cornelius  34,500 

Davidson  162,000 

Huntersville   60,000 

Matthews    19,000 

Pineville    14,000 

Mitchell  County  814,200 

Spruce  Pine  132,000 

Montgomery  County  1,898,750 

Biscoe  44,000 

Candor  21,000 

Mt.    Gilead   94,000 

Star    70,000 

Troy  370,000 

Moore    County    600,700 

Spec.  Dist.i  290,500 

Aberdeen  51,500 

Carthage  54,600 

Hemp   118,751 

Pinebluff   26,500 

Southern   Pines  520,000 

Vass   31,000 


Percentage  of 

Percentage  of 

County   Tax 

1937    Tax 

Valuation 

Valuation  of 

Represented 

Each   Unit 

Total  Debt 

by  Total  Debt 

Represented 

of  County 

of  County 

by  Its  Total 

and  All 

and  All 

Debt 

Subdivisions 

Subdivisions 

13.56 

573,000 

14.42 

19.43 

6.73 

1,589,445 

13.48 

7.97 

16.41 

8.71 

2,967,511 

13.89 

10.33 

6.57 

17.09 

5.43 

7.54 

1,321,270 

10.12 

8.66 

16.33 

1,337,650 

24.10 

27.84 

31.49 

9.41 

1,028,616 

13.75 

10.50 

2.69 

29.24 

49.17 

7.80 

1,580,750 

13.25 

9.14 

8.29 

4.86 

13.73 

"     •    - 

21.10 

7.58 

1,787,700 

10.37 

12.27 

1.22 

22.44 

3.18 

15,172,750 

10.72 

9.46 

4.73 

15.94 

13.52 

6.30 

12.00 

946,200 

13.95 

12.74 

14.16 

2,497,750 

18.63 

10.00 

7.92 

13.35 

25.32 

26.82 

2.94 

1,693,551 

8.29 

4.36 

5.78 

6.70 

8.43 

20.21 

11.27 

1  Percentages  given  for  districts  in  second  column  are  percentages  of  county  tax  valuation 
represented  by  combined  debt  of  county  and  districts. 

2  Percentages  based  on  1936  valuations.    1937  valuations  not  available. 
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Percentage  of 

Percentage  of  County  Tax 

1937    Tax  Valuation 

Valuation  of  Represented 

Each   Unit  Total  Debt        by  Total  Debt 

Total   Debt  Represented            of  County             of  County 

of  Particular  by  Its  Total  and  All                 and  All 

Name  of  Unit  Unit  Debt                 Subdivisions         Subdivisions 

Nash  County^  1,013,550  3.80               2,512,550               9.41 

Spec.  Dist.i  388,500  5.25 

Nashville  36,000  4.83 

Rocky  Mount  1,944,000  10.06 

Spring    Hope    79,500  12.65 

New  Hanover  County...  1,244,000  2.34               4,199,000               7.90 

Carolina  Beach  34,500  3.97 

Wilmington  2,882,500  7.90 

Wrightsville  Beach  ...  38,000  3.77 

Northampton  County  ...  348,325  3.25                  551,325               5.14 

Spec.  Dist.i  133,000  4.49 

Jackson    53,000  11.46 

Seaboard   7,000  2.27 

Woodland    10,000  4.32 

Onslow  County  677,240  8.87                  743,740               9.74 

Jacksonville    37,000  7.23 

Richlands    29,500  9.53 

Orange   County  724,850  4.87               1,266,850               8.51 

Spec.  Dist.i  71,000  5.35 

Carrboro    84,000  12.02 

Chapel    Hill    284,000  8.52 

Hillsboro   103,000  13.96 

Pamlico    County    668,988  17.82                  691,988             18.44 

Oriental  23,000  9.77 

Pasquotank   County  679,300  4.82               2,874,719             20.38 

Spec.  Dist.i  268,000  6.72 

Elizabeth    City    1,927,419  25.19 

Pender  County  525,855  6.05                  633,355               7.29 

Spec.  Dist.i  30,000  6.40 

Burgaw   77,500  11.14 

Perquimans  County  594,250  10.12                  750,250             12.78 

Hertford    156,000  13.67 

Person    County    874,750  8.39               1,421,788             13.64 

Roxboro  547,038  22.69 

Pitt  County  2,219,100  6.49               4,301,132             12.57 

Spec.  Dist.i  746,832  8.67 

Ayden 226,700  26.40 

Bethel  44,000  9.76 

Farmville    169,000  6.52 

Fountain   25,000  7.44 

Greenville    848,000  9.16 

Grifton    10,000  4.03 

Grimesland  9,000  8.87 

Winterville   3,500  .95 

Polk    County    775,250  14.75               1,313,250             24.99 

Spec.  Dist.i  39,000  15.49 

Columbus  37,500  35.82 

Saluda   249,500  52.35 

Tryon  212,000  20.18 

Randolph   County  1,912,400  8.75               2,774,650             12.70 

Spec.  Dist.i  79,000  9.11 

Asheboro  409,750  7.75 

Liberty    113,000  13.31 

Ramseur    83,000  12.45 

1  Percentages  given  for  districts  in  second  column  are  percentages  of  county  tax  valuation 
represented  by  combined  debt  of  county  and  districts. 

*  Indebtedness  of  Rocky  Mount  and  Whitakers  divided  proportionately  between  Edgecombe 
and  Nash  Counties. 
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i  Percentage  of 

Percentage  of  County  Tax 

1937    Tax  Valuation 

Valuation  of  Represented 
Each   Unit             Total  Debt        by  Total  Debt 

Total   Debt  Represented            of  County             of  County 

of  Particular  by  Its  Total  and  All                  and  All 

Name  of  Unit  Unit  Debt                 Subdivisions         Subdivisions 

Randleman    177,500  30.33 

Richmond  County  1,044,350  4.69               1,849,967               8.31 

Ellerbe  69,000  31.82 

Hamlet  374,000  12.15 

Rockingham    362,617  12.59 

Robeson  County 2,400,450  7.55               3,525,421             11.08 

Spec.  Dist.i  65,000  7.75 

Fairmont  215,000  17.27 

Lumberton    339,500  7.96 

Maxton    147,000  15.33 

Parkton  17,000  8.16 

Pembroke    7,500  2.26 

Red  Springs  130,500  14.72 

Rowland    96,920  16.06 

St.  Pauls  106,551  12.34 

Rockingham  County  2,822,500  6.74               4,795,000             11.44 

Spec.  DisU  589,000  8.14 

Leaksville    312,000  9.30 

Madison  176,500  12.94 

Mayodan   46,000  3.18 

Reidsville    849,000  9.89 

Rowan  County  1,470,608  2.37               5,491,972               8.86 

Spec.  Dist.i  155,864  2.62 

China    Grove    113,000  7.89 

East   Spencer  94,500  11.08 

Landis   25,000  1.68 

Rockwell    9,000  1.22 

Salisbury  3,046,000  12.92 

Spencer    578,000  17.44 

Rutherford    County   3,030,287  12.97               4,583,287             19.62 

Forest  City  468,500  18.65 

Lake    Lure    227,000  36.77 

Rutherfordton    500,500  32.31 

Spindale    357,000  14.69 

Sampson    County   1,273,900  6.98               1,596,900               8.75 

Clinton    256,000  13.11 

Roseboro    67,000  14.15 

Scotland  County 324,400  2.82                  990,300               8.61 

Spec.  Dist.i  226,900  4.79 

Gibson    46,000  11.73 

Laurinburg  346,000  13.97 

Wagram    47,000  21.57 

Stanly  County  1,874,300  7.82               2,524,300             10.53 

Albemarle   575,000  11.64 

Norwood    75,000  10.40 

Stokes    County    1,098,350  11.63               1,381,350             14.63 

Walnut   Cove 283,000 

Surry  County 1,415,175  5.39               2,625,175               9.99 

Spec.  Dist.i  20,000  5.46 

Elkin    491,500  15.91 

Mt.  Airy  607,500  10.04 

Pilot  Mountain  91,000  12.32 

Swain   County  1,217,925  20.47               1,616,425             27.17 

Bryson    City    398,500  38.18 

Transylvania  County  ...  1,741,405  35.50               2,403,405             49.00 

1  Percentages  given  for  districts  in  second  column  are  percentages  of  county  tax  valuation 
represented  by  combined  debt  of  county  and  districts. 
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Percentage  of 
Percentage  of  County  Tax 

1937    Tax  Valuation 

Valuation  of  Represented 

Each   Unit  Total  Debt        by  Total  Debt 

Total   Debt  Represented            of  County             of  County 

of  Particular  by  Its  Total               and  All                  and  All 

Name  of  Unit                                    Unit  Debt                 Subdivisions         Subdivisions 

Brevard  662,000  40.53 

Tyrrell   County   369,900  13.77                  443,700             16.51 

Spec.  Dist.i  4,300  13.93 

Columbia  69,500  20.13 

Union   County  1,045,410  6.68               1,995,910             12.76 

Benton  Heights  31,000  13.42 

Marshville  120,000  20.49 

Monroe  790,000  21.20 

Waxhaw    7,000  1.76 

Wingate  2,500  .90 

Vance  County 595,500  3.28               1,410,500               7.76 

Spec.  Dist.i  64,000  3.63 

Henderson  751,000  10.85 

Wake  County  3,121,490  3.67             10,828,740             12.74 

Spec.  Dist.i  1,773,000  5.76 

Apex 174,732  21.40 

Cary  120,718  17.15 

Fuquay  Springs  75,000  8.13 

Raleigh    5,068,000  10.54 

Wake   Forest  243,500    .  20.47 

Wendell   107,000  13.20 

Zebulon    145,300  21.80 

Warren  County?  90,117  .95                  423,917               4.46 

Spec.  Dist.i  227,000  3.34 

Warrenton    55,500  4.05 

Washington  County  872,021  14.10               1,178,521             19.05 

Plymouth    299,000  28.73 

Roper  7,500  3.78 

Watauga    County   527,842  6.92                  906,842             11.89 

Blowing  Rock  145,500  11.20 

Boone  233,500  26.81 

Wayne    County   1,744,520  5.32               3,880,020             11.84 

Spec.  Dist.i  569,000  7.06 

Fremont    130,000  12.04 

Goldsboro    1,254,000  10.14 

Mt.  Olive  182,500  10.59 

Wilkes    County    1,406,139  9.16               1,780,139             13.33 

Spec.  Dist.i  32,000  9.37 

North  Wilkesboro  284,000  5.67 

Ronda  8,000  4.09 

Wilkesboro    50,000  11.54 

Wilson    County    2,566,350  9.51               4,270,750             15.83 

Elm  City  60,900  14.53 

Lucama   36,000  17.21 

Stantonsburg    53,500  18.55 

Wilson   1,554,000  11.75 

Yadkin   County  500,950  6.06                  517,950               6.27 

Jonesville    17,000  7.13 

Yancey  County  906,725  19.56               1,195,755             25.80 

Burnsville   289,030  45.01 

TOTALS— 

County  147,700,245  6.29           329,006,887             14.01 

District^     22,551,164  7.25 

City    158,755,478  14.54 

1  Percentages  given  for  districts  in  second  column  are  percentages  of  county  tax  valuation 
represented  by  combined  debt  of  county  and  districts. 

5  Indebtedness  of  Town  of  Littleton  divided  proportionately  between  Halifax  and  Warren 
Counties. 
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Taxation  of  Forest  Property  in  North  Carolina 

By  Richard  W.  Nelson, 

Senior  Taxation  Economist,  Forest  Taxation  Inquiry, 

U.  S.  Forest  Service 

Introduction 

This  investigation  of  the  taxation  of  forest  property  in  North 
Carolina  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  the  North  Carolina 
Classification  Amendment  Commission.  After  preliminary  con- 
ferences, work  was  started  in  November,  1937,  and  has  con- 
tinued to  date.  The  results  of  the  study  are  submitted  in  this 
report  in  summary  form,  together  with  tentative  suggestions 
and  recommendations  for  legislative  and  administrative  reforms 
of  forest  taxation  in  the  State. 

Because  of  time  and  financial  limitations,  it  has  been  neces- 
sary to  restrict  original  research  to  a  minimum,  and  to  rely  pri- 
marily upon  data  and  information  that  were  already  in  print,  or 
which  were  furnished  by  other  governmental  agencies.  Vir- 
tually all  new  material  obtained  was  made  available  through  the 
courtesy  of  the  Classification  Amendment  Commission.  Although 
more  information  would  have  permitted  the  presentation  of  a 
more  complete  and  rounded  report,  it  is  improbable  that  the 
main  outlines  of  the  picture  would  have  been  changed  in  any 
significant  way.  In  other  words,  it  is  believed  that  the  facts  at 
hand  are  adequate  to  support  the  conclusions  submitted  herein. 

Importance  of  the  Forest  Tax  Problem 

No  detailed  exposition  is  necessary  to  prove  the  importance 
of  forests  in  the  economic  life  of  the  State.  A  rough  preliminary 
estimate  by  the  Forest  Survey  indicates  that  approximately  60 
percent  of  the  gross  area  of  the  State  is  forest  land,  i.e.,  land 
bearing  or  once  supporting  either  commercial  or  non-commercial 
forest  and  not  likely  to  be  suitable  for  any  use  higher  than  for- 
estry. In  round  figures,  the  forest  area  of  the  State  is  I8V2  mil- 
lion acres,  of  which  only  875,000  acres  are  in  national  forests ;  the 
balance,  exclusive  of  national  parks  and  reservations,  other  Fed- 
eral holdings,  State  forests,  game  preserves,  and  the  like,  is  in 
private  ownership.  Thus  it  is  clear  that  taxation  of  forest  prop- 
erty is  a  problem  which  relates  to  more  than  one-half  of  the  area 
of  the  State. 
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North  Carolina  has  long  been  known  as  one  of  the  more  im- 
portant States  in  the  production  of  forest  products.  Neverthe- 
less, two  parallel  developments — the  rise  of  urban  industry  and 
the  excessive  drain  on  timber  resources — have  resulted  in  the 
progressive  decline  of  the  relative  importance  of  forests  as  a 
source  of  income  to  the  people  of  the  State.  Yet,  according  to 
the  1935  Census  of  Manufactures,  the  leading  forest  products 
industries  of  the  State  (including  furniture,  pulp  and  paper, 
et  cetera)  gave  employment  to  approximately  40,000  persons  and 
paid  salaries  and  wages  in  excess  of  $25,000,000.  These  figures, 
however,  fall  far  short  of  suggesting  the  full  importance  of  the 
forests,  because  they  do  not  include  all  portable  mills,  nor  cover 
such  items  as  work  done  by  farmers  on  their  woodlands,  nor  the 
uses  of  forest  products  on  farms,  such  as  for  fuel  and  for  the 
curing  of  tobacco. 

It  is  commonly  recognized  that  forest  lands,  considered  gen- 
erally, are  badly  depleted  and  understocked.  The  restoration  of 
these  millions  of  acres  to  full  productivity  would  constitute  a 
great  economic  boon  to  North  Carolina;  it  would  mean  an  en- 
larged tax  base,  increased  income  to  land  owners,  and  more  regu- 
lar and  certain  employment  to  laborers,  both  in  the  woods  and 
in  wood-using  plants.  Therefore,  the  State  may  well  give  serious 
attention  to  any  and  all  obstacles  that  may  stand  in  the  way  of 
more  and  better  forestry.  Whether  or  not  taxation  constitutes 
such  an  obstacle  under  present  conditions  is  a  question  to  which 
attention  will  now  be  directed. 

Taxation  as  an  Obstacle  to  Forestry 

The  factors  that  are  capable  of  bearing  with  adverse  effect  on 
progressive  forest  management  are  several,  including  uncer- 
tainty as  to  future  prices  and  markets,  danger  of  fire  loss  and 
insect  damage,  inequitable  taxation,  and  others.  This  study  is 
concerned  with  taxation  only,  but  it  should  be  emphasized  that 
there  is  no  intent  to  minimize  the  importance  of  other  handicaps 
in  comparison  with  the  tax  obstacle. 

Of  the  numerous  taxes  imposed  by  the  State  of  North  Caro- 
lina and  its  local  units  of  government,  only  one,  the  ad  valorem 
tax  on  property,  gives  rise  to  a  special  forest  taxation  problem. 
The  property  tax,  because  of  its  inherent  nature  and  its  generally 
defective  administration,  is  susceptible  to  being  made  a  serious 
obstacle  in  the  way  of  progressive  forest  management. 
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If  forest  lands  are  badly  depleted,  a  comparatively  prolonged 
period  of  deferment  of  income  is  generally  necessary  while  the 
growing  stock  is  building  up  toward  a  sustained  yield  status.  The 
ad  valorem  tax  tends  to  discriminate  against  investments  in 
"building  up"  properties,  in  comparison  with  investments  that 
are  yielding  a  regular  annual  return.  This  tendency  obtains,  even 
if  the  tax  is  well  administered.1  If,  as  is  the  case  in  most  States, 
administration  of  the  tax  falls  far  short  of  reasonable  excellence, 
a  second  type  of  discrimination  against  forest  property  is  likely 
to  be  found  in  the  tendency  to  over-assess  low-valued  properties. 
One  of  the  primary  objects  of  this  study  has  been  to  ascertain  the 
weight  and  the  effect  of  the  property  tax,  as  now  actually  ad- 
ministered, on  forest  properties  in  the  State. 

Since  there  is  but  little  control  by  the  State  over  local  taxing 
officials,  each  county — and  in  lesser  degree,  each  township — is  a 
law  unto  itself  with  respect  to  the  administration  of  the  property 
tax.  In  consequence,  wide  variations  exist  among  counties  in 
their  assessment  policies  and  practices.  Nevertheless,  the  treat- 
ment accorded  forest  property  by  local  officials  appears  to  be 
sufficiently  uniform  to  warrant  a  generalized  description. 

Effects  of  Assessment  Practices 

The  typical  "assessment  history"  of  a  North  Carolina  even- 
aged  forest  during  the  period  of  a  single  rotation  would  be  as 
follows:  As  cutover  land,  devoid  of  merchantable  timber,  it  is 
overassessed,  both  absolutely  with  respect  to  its  market  value 
and  relatively  in  relation  to  other  types  of  property.  During  the 
years  next  following,  when  it  bears  submerchantable  young 
growth,  its  assessment  per  acre  is  likely  to  remain  unchanged, 
at  the  same  figure  at  which  it  was  assessed  when  entirely  de- 
nuded. During  this  intermediate  stage,  therefore,  the  overas- 
sessment  lessens  progressively,  and  eventually  changes  to  under 
assessment — a  process  paralleling  the  increase  in  value  of  the 
immature  trees.  In  the  third  and  final  stage,  when  the  stand  has 
definitely  reached  merchantability,  the  assessment  of  the  forest 
is  likely  to  be  increased  sharply,  whenever  the  assessor  awakes  to 
a  belated  recognition  of  the  value  of  the  maturing  stumpage. 

If  the  rotation  period  is  considered  as  a  whole,  it  is  possible 
that  total  taxes  levied  on  the  forest  property  may  not  be  in  ex- 


1  For  a  comprehensive  discussion  of  the  theoretical  aspects  of  the  applica- 
tion of  the  ad  valorem  tax  to  forest  property,  see  Part  3  of  U.  S.  D.  A., 
Misc.  Pub.  No.  218,  "Forest  Taxation  in  the  United  States,"  by  Fred  R. 
Fairchild  and  Associates. 
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cess  of  what  they  would  have  been  if  the  tax  had  been  perfectly 
administered  each  year,  as  contemplated  by  law.  Also  there  may 
be  no  overtaxation  of  forests  made  up  of  trees  of  all  ages  and 
sizes,  i.e.,  forests  that  are  under  management  for  sustained  yield 
— of  which  North  Carolina  has  all  too  few.  It  should  not  be  con- 
cluded, however,  that  the  unorthodox  administration  of  the  levy 
does  not  act  as  a  deterrent  to  forest  enterprises. 

The  overassessment  of  the  forests,  resulting  in  overtaxation  as 
compared  with  other  types  of  investment,  occurs  at  the  two  points 
in  the  rotation  period  that  are  especially  crucial  with  respect  to 
the  extent  and  character  of  commercial  forestry.  The  owner  of 
cutover  land  of  low  value,  faced  with  overtaxation  of  his  prop- 
erty during  a  time  when  it  can  yield  little  or  no  income,  may 
well  be  discouraged  from  embarking  on  a  long-term  commitment 
to  intensive  forestry.  He  may  make  abortive  attempts  at  culti- 
vation and  other  uneconomic  uses  of  the  land;  or  he  may  leave 
the  task  of  reforesting  to  nature,  making  no  expenditures  for 
restocking  and  stand  improvement;  or,  further,  by  allowing  it 
to  become  chronically  tax  delinquent,  he  may  even  lose  title  to  it 
and  subsequently  abandon  the  land.  Likewise,  the  owner  of  a 
forest  composed  largely  of  mature  trees,  where  light  selective 
cutting  is  not  practicable  for  either  silvicultural  or  financial 
reasons,  realizing  the  likelihood  of  overtaxation  after  cutting, 
may  decide  to  clearcut  the  entire  stand  and  abandon  the  denuded 
land,  rather  than  provide  for  the  regeneration  of  another  forest 
crop. 

The  second  critical  stage  in  the  development  of  a  forest  occurs 
when  the  trees  are  intermediate  between  pulpwood  size  and  small 
sawtimber  size.  During  this  period  the  stand  is  "merchantable," 
in  the  sense  that  it  will  yield  some  net  return  in  excess  of  cut- 
ting expenses,  provided  a  market  is  available  for  small-diameter, 
low-grade  logs.  If  the  assessment  is  increased  sharply  during 
this  time,  in  consequence  of  the  young  timber  being  placed  on 
the  assessment  roll  (or  added  to  the  value  of  the  land)  at  its  full 
market  value,  the  owner  may  be  under  strong  temptation  either 
to  sell  or  clear-cut  the  entire  stand  in  order  to  escape  the  new 
additional  tax  burden.  This  course  is  likely  to  have  a  particularly 
strong  appeal  to  farmers  and  owners  of  small  timbered  tracts,  to 
whom  forest  management  may  be  a  matter  only  of  secondary 
economic  concern.  It  is  common  knowledge  that  this  policy  is 
adopted  frequently  by  owners  of  all  types  of  forests,  in  spite  of 
the  fact  that  it  means  the  cutting  of  trees  at  the  time  when  they 
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are  entering  the  stage  of  rapid  growth  of  most  valuable  wood.2 
The  expanding  market  for  pulpwood,  although  of  benefit  to  for- 
est owners  if  used  primarily  as  a  market  for  the  products  from 
thinnings  and  salvage  operations,  will  be  a  detrimental  influence 
if  it  induces  more  clear  cutting.  Both  the  financial  interests  of 
the  owners  and  general  community  welfare  will  be  promoted  if 
forest  properties  are  managed  so  that  each  tree  is  permitted  to 
attain  financial  maturity ;  this  policy  involves  frequent  thinnings 
and  improvement  cuttings,  of  course,  but  these  measures  are  in 
complete  harmony  with  the  goal  of  maximum  annual  growth  per 
acre  of  valuable  sawtimber. 

It  may  be  emphasized  that  these  adverse  effects  of  the  property 
tax  upon  forest  enterprises  have  resulted  from  defective  admin- 
istration of  the  levy.  The  tendency  to  overassess  low-valued  for- 
est lands  appears  to  be  common  throughout  the  State,  and  is  a 
practice  of  long  standing.3  Failure  to  assign  value  on  the  tax  roll 
to  submerchantable  timber  is  also  a  widespread  practice,  irre- 
spective of  whether  county  procedure  is  to  list  stumpage  as  a  sep- 
arate assessment  item,  or  to  include  its  value  in  the  assessment 
of  the  land.  Apparently  there  is  no  uniform  policy  among  coun- 
ties with  respect  to  the  circumstances  under  which  stumpage 
values  are  reflected  on  assessment  rolls.  Size  of  trees,  density  of 
stand,  volume  of  timber  per  acre,  type  of  ownership,  the  sale  of 
timber  rights,  nearness  of  next  cut  in  point  of  time,  the  revenue 
needs  of  the  county,  and  even  less  justifiable  considerations — 


2  There  is  need  for  more  widespread  recognition  of  the  fact  that  second- 
growth  trees,  at  the  stage  of  early  merchantability,  grow  in  value  very 
rapidly.  For  example,  a  recent  investigation  has  shown  that  a  second- 
growth  loblolly  pine  tree,  12  inches  in  diameter  and  35  years  old,  contains 
77  board  feet  of  lumber  and  has  a  value  on  the  stump  of  only  11  cents. 
The  same  tree,  15  years  later,  when  50  years  old,  will  be  16  inches  in 
diameter.  Such  a  tree  contains  201  board  feet  and  has  a  stumpage  value  of 
95  cents.  (These  values  are  based  on  prices  of  $1.43  per  M  for  the  smaller 
tree  and  $4.73  per  M  for  the  larger  one,  the  differential  being  attributable 
to  the  variation  in  the  quality  of  the  lumber  obtained  from  the  two  sizes 
of  trees.  Changes  in  market  conditions  will  be  reflected  in  higher  or  lower 
prices,  of  course,  but  relative  price  differentials  associated  with  lumber 
grades  are  not  likely  to  be  substantially  altered  thereby.)  Although  the 
average  annual  net  growth  of  most  hardwoods  is  smaller,  they  have  the 
same  type  of  value-growth  curve  as  do  pines.  The  economic  significance 
of  this  geometric  rate  of  growth  in  value,  as  related  to  forest  management 
and  cutting  policy,  is  obvious.  (See  "Good  Forestry  is  Good  Business,"  by 
R.  R.  Reynolds,  Southern  Lumberman,  December  15,  1936,  p.  127.  Also  see 
"Profitable  Management  of  Shortleaf  and  Loblolly  Pine  for  Sustained  Yield, ' 
by  Bond,  Wahlenberg,  and  Kirkland,  Southern  Forest  Experiment  Station, 
Occasional  Paper  No.  70,  November  30,  1937.) 

*  See  "Taxation  of  Forest  Property  in  North  Carolina,  by  Paul  W .  Wager 
and  Roy  B.  Thomson,  Progress  Report  No.  17  of  the  Forest  Taxation  In- 
quiry, U.  S.  D.  A.,  1932. 
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any  or  all  of  these  may  be  important  factors  in  determining  the 
treatment  of  stumpage  value,  in  accordance  with  local  practice. 
If  the  timber  is  assessed  in  terms  of  M.B.M.,  it  is  generally  given 
a  high  assessment  per  M,  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  going 
market  price.  It  appears  probable  (although  the  evidence  on 
this  point  is  not  sufficient  to  be  conclusive)  that  the  amount  listed 
is  usually  somewhat  less  than  the  full  volume  of  the  stand,  how- 
ever. 

With  regard  to  the  State  as  a  whole,  the  conclusion  is  ines- 
capable that  only  a  fraction  of  the  total  value  of  standing  timber 
is  at  present  listed  for  ad  valorem  taxation.  It  should  not  be  un- 
derstood, however,  that  timber  properties  for  which  no  stumpage 
is  listed  are  on  this  account  commonly  underassessed,  for  in  many 
cases  overassessment  of  land  offsets  underassessment  of  timber. 
Assessment  irregularities,  even  if  they  thus  tend  to  offset  each 
other,  obviously  do  not  give  equitable  or  certain  results,  and  are 
discouraging  to  prospective  investors  in  the  business  of  forest 
growing. 

The  Property  Tax  Handicap  on  Deferred  Yield  Forests 

As  has  been  stated,  the  property  tax,  even  if  perfectly  admin- 
istered, operates  to  place  a  discriminatory  burden  on  the  deferred 
yield  forest  enterprise.  Because  of  its  inherent  character,  the  un- 
modified ad  valorem  tax  tends  to  take  a  larger  percentage  of  the 
net  income  (before  deducting  taxes)  from  a  deferred  yield  in- 
vestment than  it  takes  from  an  investment  which  yields  a  return 
annually  or  at  short  intervals.4  Obviously,  a  forest  managed  on 
an  annual  sustained  yield  basis  is  not  subject  to  this  burdensome 
tax  differential.  This  may  well  serve  as  an  inducement  to  the 
early  practice  of  sustained  yield  management  if  a  forest  is  stocked 
adequately  for  the  purpose;  if  several  decades  are  required  to 
build  up  the  stand,  with  little  prospect  for  intermediate  income, 
the  owner  is  not  likely  to  attach  much  significance  to  this  future 
boon.  Unfortunately,  a  large  number  of  forest  properties  in 
North  Carolina  are  so  depleted  that  management  policies  calcu- 
lated to  restore  them  to  full  productivity  will  involve  deferment 
of  income  such  that,  for  many  years,  receipts  will  fall  short  of 
paying  taxes  and  other  carrying  charges.  The  present  need  is  to 
so  modify  the  property  tax  that  it  will  not  impede  the  restoration 
of  full  productivity  of  the  forest  lands  of  the  State. 


4  See  U.  S.  D.  A.  Misc.  Pub.  218,  op.  cit.,  pp.  525-527. 
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A  Suggested  Program  to  Modify  and  Improve 
the  Taxation  of  Forest  Property  in  North  Carolina 

Taxation  reform  that  seeks  to  remove  discrimination  against 
deferred  yield  forest  properties  and  to  facilitate  full  reforesta- 
tion of  denuded  areas  must  include,  (1)  modification  of  the  basic 
statutes  governing  property  taxation,  and  (2)  improvements  in 
the  administration  of  this  levy.  These  two  types  of  reform  will 
be  considered  in  order. 

Classification  of  Timber  for  Differential  Taxation 

Of  the  three  plans  developed  by  the  Forest  Taxation  Inquiry 
for  eliminating  the  excess  burden  placed  on  deferred  yield  forests 
by  the  unmodified  property  tax,  the  one  best  adapted  for  meeting 
the  needs  of  the  North  Carolina  situation  is  the  differential  tim- 
ber tax  plan.5  The  classification  amendment  to  the  constitution 
of  North  Carolina  clears  the  way  for  the  adoption  of  this  plan, 
which  calls  for  classification  and  differential  assessment  of  stand- 
ing timber.  Indeed,  the  action  of  the  North  Carolina  legislature, 
in  providing  for  a  study  of  property  classification,  indicates  the 
willingness  of  the  legislative  mind  to  consider  a  measure  of  this 
type. 

The  main  features  of  this  recommended  plan  are  as  follows: 
All  land  would  remain  subject  to  the  ordinary  property  tax,  to 
be  assessed  and  levied  upon  in  the  same  manner  as  other  types 
of  property.  All  standing  timber  (i.e.,  forest  trees  of  all  sizes) 
would  be  treated  as  a  separate  assessment  item,  and  appraised 
independently  of  the  land  on  which  it  stands.  Buildings  and 
structural  improvements  would  also  be  separately  assessed,  as  is 
now  done  in  the  State.  The  assessment  of  the  land  would  cover 
only  its  site  value,  or  value  as  bare  land — i.e.,  would  equal  the 
total  value  of  the  property,  minus  the  value  of  stumpage  and 
buildings.  All  standing  timber  would  be  listed  by  the  assessor  at 
its  actual  market  value,  or  at  the  same  percentage  of  market 
value  as  other  types  of  property;  this  full  value  would  then  be 
reduced  by  some  specified  percentage,  or  "reduction  factor,"  and 
the  resulting  figure  would  become  the  "assessed  value"  of  timber 
to  which  the  regular  tax  rate  would  be  applied. 

This  last-named  provision,  the  deduction  of  a  fixed  percentage, 
definitely  stated  in  the  law,  from  the  market  value  of  the  timber, 
in  order  to  establish  the  taxable  value  to  which  the  tax  rate 


5  See  U.  S.  D.  A.  Circ.  358,  "The  Forest  Tax  Problem  and  Its  Solution 
Summarized,"  by  R.  Clifford  Hall. 
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would  be  applied,  is  the  crucial  and  distinguishing  feature  of  the 
differential  timber  tax  plan.  It  is  intended  to  lower  the  tax  on 
growing  timber  to  a  point  which  will  eliminate  the  excess  burden 
that  the  unmodified  property  tax  would  have  placed  on  this  type 
of  investment.  In  consequence,  the  pressure  to  cut  anything  that 
will  help  pay  taxes  is  reduced,  and  the  owner  is  encouraged  to 
build  up  his  stand,  free  from  the  fear  that  his  taxes  may  be  sharp- 
ly and  suddenly  increased  when  the  growing  stock  reaches  the 
first  stage  of  merchantability. 

The  reduction  factor  would  be  a  flat  percentage,  applied  uni- 
formly in  all  counties  and  to  all  types  of  forest.  It  may  be  noted 
that  the  more  complete  the  forest  stocking  the  greater  is  the 
benefit  conferred  on  the  owner ;  this  should  serve  as  a  direct  in- 
ducement to  build  up  depleted  stands  and  to  maintain  the  grow- 
ing stocks  at  full  capacity  on  those  forests  which  now  approach 
that  condition.  In  other  words,  the  effect  of  the  plan  is  to  re- 
ward good  forestry  practices;  the  better  the  forestry,  the  more 
substantial  the  benefit. 

Legislative  action  would  be  required  to  establish  the  reduction 
factor  at  some  definite  figure.  In  view  of  present  circumstances 
in  North  Carolina,  this  should  not  be  a  critical  issue,  however. 
Considerations  relevant  to  a  decision  on  this  point  are:  (1)  the 
relatively  small  amount  of  timber  now  listed  as  a  separate  as- 
sessment item,  and  its  unimportance,  whether  or  not  separately 
assessed,  in  the  present  tax  base;  (2)  the  existing  erratic  treat- 
ment of  timber  values  by  assessors,  involving  partial  or  complete 
exemption  in  many  instances;  (3)  the  probability  that  the  cur- 
rent overassessment  of  low  grade  forest  lands  cannot  be  com- 
pletely and  immediately  corrected;  and  (4)  the  desirability  of 
making  a  forest  tax  adjustment  which  is  something  more  sub- 
stantial than  a  mere  gesture.  In  view  of  these  points,  it  is  sug- 
gested that  a  reduction  factor  of  50  percent  would  be  appropri- 
ate and  justifiable,  at  least  for  the  next  two  or  three  decades,  or 
until  there  has  been  a  general  restocking  of  the  forest  lands  of 
the  State. 

As  a  first  thought,  it  might  appear  to  some  persons  that,  from 
the  revenue  point  of  view,  50  percent  would  be  an  excessive  re- 
duction factor,  but  it  is  believed  that  further  consideration  must 
lead  to  the  opposite  conclusion.  Indeed,  if  all  timber  were  to  be 
assessed  at  50  percent  of  its  value,  it  is  probable  that  more  reve- 
nue would  be  obtained  from  this  source  than  can  be  attributed  to 
it  under  present  haphazard  assessment  practices ;  it  is  unlikely, 
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however,  that  any  tax  plan  will  result  in  100  percent  listing  of 
stumpage  so  long  as  original  assessments  involve  declarations  by 
owners  to  township  assessors.  Again,  it  seems  likely  that  a  much 
larger  decline  in  taxable  values  would  result  from  correct  assess- 
ment of  the  lower  grades  of  forest  land  than  from  any  differential 
applied  to  timber  values.  The  immediate  effect  of  a  50  percent 
reduction  factor,  coupled  with  complete  listing  of  timber,  would 
be  to  increase  the  tax  on  some  properties  and  to  reduce  it  on  oth- 
ers, and  to  distribute  the  total  tax  burden  on  timber  with  far 
greater  equity  and  certainty  than  now  obtain.  Looking  to  the  fu- 
ture, the  progressive  increase  in  the  volume  of  timber  will  bring 
about  a  like  relative  increase  in  tax  revenues  derived  therefrom. 
To  emphasize,  it  may  be  repeated  that  if  forest  tax  reform  is  to 
achieve  significant  results,  it  must  be  sufficiently  large  and  tan- 
gible to  affect  the  calculations  and  plans  of  forest  owners  in  a 
positive  manner. 

A  reduction  factor  of  50  percent  would  be  large  enough  to 
offset  the  handicap  imposed  by  the  unmodified  property  tax  upon 
the  forest  that  is  entering  a  building-up  period.  It  should  aid  and 
encourage  the  forest  owner  to  make  a  definite  financial  plan  for 
the  future  management  of  his  property,  assured  that  his  tax  bur- 
den has  been  lightened  in  consideration  of  the  necessity  for  de- 
ferment of  income.  It  would  not  be  grossly  incorrect  to  say  that 
this  plan  would  serve  to  "legalize"  the  present  tax  burden  on 
forest  properties  generally,  and  to  regularize  and  distribute  this 
burden  with  more  equity,  both  as  among  properties  and  as  ap- 
plied to  any  one  property  over  a  term  of  years. 

Although  the  differential  timber  tax  plan  can  be  adopted 
readily  without  any  accompanying  legislation  aimed  at  adminis- 
trative reforms,  it  is  probable  that  definite  improvement  in  as- 
sessment practices  would  follow  its  introduction.  The  provision 
that  land  be  assessed  apart  from  timber  should  lead  to  a  clearer 
understanding  on  the  part  of  the  assessor  that  low  grade  forest 
lands  have  low  value,  much  below  the  value  of  crop  lands,  as  land 
exclusive  of  trees;  the  owner,  in  turn,  would  be  equipped  with 
ammunition  that  courts  and  boards  of  review  would  be  bound  to 
respect,  if  he  sought  legal  remedy  for  overassessment  of  such 
lands.  On  the  other  hand,  the  requirement  that  timber  be  listed 
as  a  separate  item  if  it  is  to  enter  in  any  way  into  the  fixing  of 
assessed  values,  would  lead  to  a  much  more  complete  and  a  far 
more  accurate  listing  of  timber  volumes  and  values.   It  would  be 
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vastly  more  difficult  for  the  owner  to  evade  taxation  of  valuable 
young  stands  of  timber  by  telling  the  assessor  that  "the  tract  was 
cut  over  twenty  years  ago."  Also,  the  assessor  could  no  longer 
delude  himself  into  thinking  that  he  was  handling  such  a  case 
satisfactorily  by  stepping  up  the  per  acre  assessment  of  the  land, 
even  though  uncertain  whether  such  action  was  under-or-over- 
stating  the  true  situation. 

It  is  impossible  to  estimate  accurately  the  effect  of  the  intro- 
duction of  the  differential  timber  tax  and  a  50  percent  reduction 
factor  on  the  tax  base  of  individual  counties.  In  the  Statistical 
Supplement  an  attempt  has  been  made  (see  Table  9  and  related 
discussion)  to  fix  upper  and  lower  limits  for  the  full  value  stump- 
age  appraisals  that  local  assessors  would  establish,  in  certain 
sample  counties,  assuming  no  marked  changes  in  assessment 
methods ;  of  necessity,  however,  these  are  extremely  loose  and  in- 
conclusive approximations.  The  fiscal  effects  of  this  plan  are  po- 
tentially contingent  to  a  much  greater  degree  upon  subsequent  al- 
terations in  assessment  practices  and  methods  than  they  are  on 
the  plan  itself,  and  possible  changes  of  this  type  are  wholly  un- 
predictable. It  may  be  stated  with  reasonable  certainty,  however, 
that  no  county  need  fear  a  serious  shrinkage  in  its  tax  base; 
probably  in  no  county  would  the  decline  exceed  5  percent  of  the 
present  tax  base,  and  doubtless  it  would  be  much  less  in  most 
counties.  Therefore,  the  North  Carolina  legislature  need  not  be 
deterred  from  adopting  this  plan  by  any  suspicion  that  it  would 
involve  an  exchange  of  old  ills  for  new  ones. 

To  put  this  plan  into  practice  obviously  would  require  the  re- 
assessment of  real  property  over  the  entire  State.  A  general  re- 
assessment involves  considerable  cost,  however,  and  a  large  num- 
ber of  counties  made  reassessments  only  a  year  ago,  in  1937.  It 
is  also  recognized  that  no  real  emergency  exists  at  present — 
nothing  that  makes  haste  a  prime  necessity.  Therefore,  if  the 
legislature  should  see  fit  to  take  constructive  action  on  this  plan 
during  its  1939  Session,  it  is  suggested  that  actual  application  of 
it  should  be  deferred  until  1941,  the  year  of  the  next  regular 
quadrennial  reassessment.  This  arrangement  would  provide  for 
the  uniform  application  of  the  plan  in  point  of  time,  and  with  a 
minimum  expense  to  the  counties  and  no  disturbance  of  estab- 
lished administrative  routines.  These  practical  advantages  ap- 
pear sufficiently  significant  to  overcome  the  dislike  of  delay  that 
may  be  felt  by  persons  eager  to  achieve  the  needed  reforms. 
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Governmental  Reorganization  and  Administrative  Reforms 

Only  passing  reference  need  be  made  to  two  possible  sources 
of  tax  relief  to  forest  owners,  (1)  reducing  the  importance  of  the 
property  tax  as  a  source  of  local  revenue,  and  (2)  structural  re- 
organization of  local  government  in  the  interest  of  economy  and 
efficiency.  North  Carolina  has  been  a  pioneer  and  leader  among 
the  states  in  a  notable  development  that  cuts  across  these  two 
approaches,  namely,  assumption  by  the  State  of  the  task  of 
financing  functions  that  formerly  were  regarded  as  primary  re- 
sponsibilities of  local  governments.  State  support  of  highways 
and  schools  has  lifted  the  burden  of  financing  these  functions 
from  the  owners  of  real  estate ;  levies  imposed  by  the  State  have 
supplanted  local  property  taxes  as  sources  of  the  needed  revenues. 
As  another  side  of  the  present  picture,  there  is  little  likelihood 
that  local  governments  will  turn  to  other  levies  as  partial  sub- 
stitutes for  the  property  tax ;  indeed,  there  are  virtually  no  levies 
available  for  the  purpose.  How  much  further  the  State  may  even- 
tually move  to  assume  additional  functions  is  today  an  unanswer- 
able question.  Nevertheless,  except  for  reductions  in  debt  service 
in  some  counties,  it  appears  unlikely  that  the  relative  importance 
of  the  property  tax  will  be  reduced  significantly  in  the  near  fu- 
ture. 

There  has  been  no  state-wide  reorganization  of  local  govern- 
ment in  North  Carolina,  other  than  the  circumscribing  effects 
that  attended  the  transfer  of  highway  and  school  financing  to  the 
State.  Modifications  in  the  governmental  structure  are  made 
from  time  to  time  by  individual  counties,  however,  indicating 
that  the  current  situation  is  by  no  means  static.  The  township 
has  ceased  to  function  as  a  tax-levying  unit,  and  special  local 
districts  are  declining  steadily  in  number  and  importance;  both 
developments  are  proper  cause  for  rejoicing.  Doubtless  further 
gains  in  economy  and  efficiency  in  local  government  could  be 
realized  by  consolidation  of  counties,  reallocation  of  functions, 
improved  budgetary  procedure,  and  other  related  measures,  but 
Investigation  of  these  possibilities  is  outside  of  the  scope  of  this 
study. 

The  line  of  reform  that  holds  promise  of  greatest  and  most  im- 
mediate benefit  from  the  standpoint  of  forest  taxation  is  im- 
provement of  assessment  administration.  In  one  sense,  forest 
owners  stand  shoulder  to  shoulder  with  other  property  owners  in 
opposing  inequitable  assessments;  in  another  sense,  forest  own- 
ers have  a  special  interest  in  improved  assessments,  because  it  is 


Classification  Amendment  Commission  283 

probable  that  no  large  class  of  property  suffers  as  much  from 
overassessment  as  does  low-value  forest  land.  This  condition 
does  not  result  from  any  deliberate  or  intentional  discrimination 
by  assessors  against  forest  owners,  but  rather  from  the  almost 
universal  tendency  on  the  part  of  inexpert  assessors  to  overap- 
praise  poorer  and  less  productive  classes  of  property. 

The  economic  and  social  importance  of  accurate  and  equitable 
assessments  can  scarcely  be  exaggerated.  The  work  of  the  as- 
sessor, more  than  that  of  any  other  local  official,  has  a  direct  and 
vital  bearing  on  the  fortunes  of  nearly  all  citizens  and  all  indus- 
tries. The  assessment  situation  in  North  Carolina  ten  years  ago 
was  characterized  by  a  leading  authority  on  local  government  as 
follows : 

".  .  .  one  of  the  most  important  phases  of  county  admin- 
istration is  the  discovery,  appraising,  and  listing  of  taxable 
property.  In  the  performance  of  this  important  work  county 
officers  have  been  most  deficient."6 

"In  most  respects  the  tax  laws  of  North  Carolina  are  sat- 
isfactory ;  the  weakness  is  the  manner  in  which  they  are  ad- 
ministered. Operating  under  the  same  laws,  one  county  gets 
results  far  superior  to  those  obtained  in  another  county.  It 
is  largely  a  question  of  personnel  and  of  office  method.  Tax 
inequities  and  iniquities  will  exist  until  (1)  there  is  fre- 
quent, independent,  expert  assessing,  and  (2)  there  is  a 
permanent  or  continuous  record  of  taxables."  7 

The  assessment  situation  of  today  is  doubtless  much  the  same 
as  that  of  a  decade  ago,  although  it  is  reported  that  some  coun- 
ties have  instituted  important  reforms.  Unfortunately  from  the 
standpoint  of  forestry,  however,  it  seems  that  this  progress  has 
been  confined  largely  to  urbanized  counties,  and  therefore  has 
affected  only  an  insignificant  portion  of  the  forest  area  of  the 
State.  Data  relating  to  various  phases  of  the  existing  assessment 
situation  in  selected  counties  are  presented  in  the  Statistical 
Supplement  of  this  report. 

An  attempt  to  outline  a  detailed  plan  for  reorganization  of 
the  assessment  machinery  of  the  State  would  be  out  of  place  in 
this  report.  Only  a  few  comments,  mostly  of  general  character, 
will  be  offered. 


6  Paul   W.   Wager,   "County    Government   and   Administration   in    North 
Carolina,"  University  of  North  Carolina  Press,  1928,  p.  107. 

7  Ibid.,  p.  122. 
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Authorities  on  assessment  administration  are  agreed  that  the 
desired  results  can  be  attained  only  by  expert  assessors,  acting 
under  centralized  supervision.  Today  there  is  little  chance  that 
a  good  mason,  auctioneer,  or  farmer,  doing  a  "spare-time  job," 
will  turn  out  a  good  assessment.  Only  a  skilled  man,  trained  and 
experienced,  can  be  expected  to  make  an  accurate  assessment 
that  will  be  the  basis  for  equitable  distribution  of  the  tax  bur- 
den. State  supervision  plays  a  prominent  part  in  the  assess- 
ment systems  of  the  states  that  have  been  most  successful  in 
improving  the  assessment  of  rural  property.  That  North  Caro- 
lina has  thus  far  been  unwilling  to  introduce  state  responsibility 
for  assessment  work  is  perhaps  attributable  to  the  fact  that  the 
State  imposes  no  millage  levy  on  property.  Nevertheless,  the 
pronouncement  of  a  previous  North  Carolina  Tax  Commission 
is  no  less  pertinent  today  than  when  issued  in  1932 : 

"It  seems  to  us  to  be  in  the  public  interest  that  the  stand- 
ard of  value  applied  in  the  several  counties  be  reasonably 
uniform.  It  is  our  opinion  that  this  cannot  possibly  be 
achieved  except  under  state  supervision  of  reassessment."  8 

If  the  question  is  raised — "What  is  an  ideal  system  of  assess- 
ment administration  ?" — the  answer  should  be  along  the  lines  of 
the  following  statement: 

"A  centralized  assessment  by  State  experts  employed  un- 
der civil  service  rules  is  recommended  as  an  avenue  of 
escape  from  the  defects  of  the  present  assessment  system. 
The  supervision  of  this  assessment  would  be  in  the  hands 
of  the  State  tax  commission  or  commissioner  or  correspond- 
ing State  authority.  The  administrative  head  of  this  body, 
the  "commissioner,"  as  he  may  for  convenience  be  called, 
would  appoint  and  control  the  various  deputies  and  experts 
necessary  to  assess  all  taxable  property  in  the  State.  These 
subordinates  would  work  on  a  full-time  year-round  basis 
and  would  be  paid  in  accordance  with  their  ability  and 
training. 

"Each  deputy  might  be  assigned  a  district,  composed  of 
a  number  of  counties  in  thinly  populated  regions  and  per- 
haps a  city  or  1  or  2  towns  in  more  thickly  populated  re- 
gions. The  deputy  would  be  responsible,  under  the  close 
supervision  of  the  commissioner,  for  the  assessment  of  all 


8  Report  of  the  Tax  Commission  of  North  Carolina,  1932,  p.  20. 
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taxable  property  within  his  district  at  the  full  legal  stan- 
dard of  value.  He  would  be  aided  in  this  assessment  by  ex- 
perts in  various  lines  of  valuation  and  possibly  by  an  ad- 
visory committee  of  local  citizens  appointed  by  the  au- 
thorities of  the  several  towns  or  counties  composing"  his 
district.  The  experts  would  be  men  chosen  by  the  commis- 
sioner for  their  fitness  in  specialized  fields  of  valuation — 
such  as  timber  appraisal,  factory  appraisal,  appraisal  of 
minerals  and  mines,  and  the  like.  The  experts  would  travel 
from  one  district  to  another,  giving  help  to  the  deputies  in 
charge.  The  deputies  would,  of  course,  have  on  file  up-to- 
date  assessment  maps  and  records  of  real  estate  sales. 

"The  completed  assessment  roll  would  be  open  to  public 
inspection,  and  any  taxpayer  whose  assessment  had  been 
changed  from  what  it  was  the  preceding  year  would  be  noti- 
fied, by  mail,  of  the  change.  Anyone  aggrieved  could  ap- 
peal to  the  deputy,  from  him  to  the  commissioner,  and 
from  him,  as  a  final  resort,  to  the  courts. 

"The  purpose  in  all  of  this  is  to  put  the  assessment  on  a 
scientific  nonpartisan  plane.  When  the  job  of  assessment  is 
passed  from  local  hands  to  the  centralized  body,  there  is 
not  relinquished  with  it  one  iota  of  local  self-government 
as  now  permitted  by  law.  The  local  governments  have  now 
no  legal  authority  whatever  over  the  character  of  assess- 
ment; that  is  all  determined  by  the  legislature  and  pre- 
scribed by  statute.  The  local  assessor  has  no  questions  of 
policy  to  determine;  he  has  no  legal  discretion  as  to  the 
character  of  assessment;  he  merely  performs,  as  required 
by  law,  an  administrative  function  for  the  State,  the  func- 
tion of  determining  the  true  value  of  all  taxable  property 
in  his  district.  All  that  the  local  government  has  is  the 
power  to  choose  the  assessor.  The  State  may  take  over  the 
job  of  assessment  without  answering  to  the  indictment  that 
it  has  removed  any  essential  function  of  local  self-govern- 
ment." 9 

It  is  frankly  recognized  that  North  Carolina,  at  this  time, 
may  not  look  with  favor  upon  a  plan  that  involves  such  radical 
departure  from  existing  procedure.  Progress  in  this  State,  as 
in  others,  may  have  to  be  halting  and  piecemeal.  A  possible  first 
step  would  be  the  abolition  of  township  assessors  in  favor  of  the 


9  "Forest  Taxation  in  the  United  States,"  op.  cit.,  pp.  547-548. 
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County  Assessor,  who  would  be  a  full-time  official  assisted  by- 
such  deputies  as  might  be  necessary,  handling-  the  assessing  job 
as  a  continuing,  year-round  process.  The  transfer  of  functions 
away  from  the  township  and  its  elimination  as  a  tax-levying  unit 
have  removed  whatever  logical  basis  may  have  existed  at  one 
time  for  the  township  as  an  assessment  district. 

The  necessary  funds  and  all  possible  encouragement  should 
be  given  the  County  Assessor  to  make  use  of  modern  devices  for 
improving  assessment  work.  He  should  be  equipped  with  tax 
maps  showing  property  lines,  acreages,  and  ownerships.  The 
construction  of  such  maps  in  North  Carolina  would  be  more 
difficult  than  in  States  possessing  rectangular  surveys.  The  task 
would  not  be  insuperable,  however.  Information  and  surveys 
now  in  the  hands  of  other  governmental  agencies,  both  Federal 
and  State,  could  be  used  to  facilitate  preparation  of  the  first 
drafts  of  such  maps.  He  should  also  acquire  all  information  pos- 
sible relating  to  bona  fide  sales  of  property  within  his  county, 
in  order  to  check  his  assessed  values  against  the  prices  estab- 
lished in  open  market  dealings.  No  other  sources  of  informa- 
tion that  bear  on  the  question  of  property  values,  such  as  rental 
contracts,  crop  yields,  timber  growth  records,  and  data  on  build- 
ings and  structures,  should  be  neglected.  All  types  of  relevant 
information  should  be  made  matters  of  record,  and  all  maps  and 
records  should  be  kept  up-to-date. 

A  specific  feature  of  assessment  practice  that  this  study  has 
brought  to  light  is  the  failure  of  the  existing  assessment  classi- 
fication of  lands  to  reflect  significant  differences,  particularly 
among  the  pasture,  waste,  cutover  and  woodland  categories.  The 
need  is  apparent  for  careful  definitions,  with  due  provision  for 
local  variations  in  the  different  regions,  and  for  State  super- 
vision (as  in  Wisconsin)  in  order  to  make  the  classification  con- 
sistent and  useful.  The  proposed  separate  assessment  of  timber 
suggests  the  grouping  of  all  types  of  forest  land  (cutover,  tim- 
ber and  woodland)  into  one  category,  to  be  known  as  "forest 
land"  (assessed  as  land  exclusive  of  timber),  this  to  be  supple- 
mented by  a  category,  "standing  timber,"  covering  all  forest 
trees  recognized  as  having  value.  This  simplification  would  leave 
room  for  the  introduction  of  "recreational  land"  or  such  other 
categories  as  might  appear  necessary  to  a  logical  and  complete 
classification. 

To  summarize:  The  intention  has  been  to  stress  the  need  for 
and  the  importance  of  better  assessment  of  rural  property,  as  a 
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phase  of  the  broad  problem  of  obtaining  equitable  taxation  of  for- 
est property;  there  is  no  intention,  however,  of  attempting"  to 
chart  the  exact  course  North  Carolina  should  follow  in  moving  in 
that  direction.  Improvement  in  assessment  practices  will  not  only 
facilitate  the  application  of  a  plan  of  timber  classification,  such 
as  the  differential  timber  tax  plan,  but  will  of  itself  go  far  toward 
removing  the  uncertainty  as  to  prospective  forest  tax  burden — 
the  uncertainty  arising  from  erratic  and  unpredictable  assess- 
ment which  now  handicaps  private  forestry  enterprise. 

STATISTICAL  SUPPLEMENT 

This  study,  like  other  fiscal  investigations,  has  need  for  a 
broad  factual  foundation  if  its  conclusions  are  to  be  of  practical 
value.  To  meet  this  need,  all  statistical  data  that  were  readily 
available  and  that  are  relevant  to  the  forest  tax  problem  in  North 
Carolina  have  been  assembled  and  analyzed.  In  order  to  present 
these  materials  concisely  and  to  facilitate  discussion  of  the  issues 
to  which  they  relate,  the  data  have  been  organized  into  a  series  of 
ten  tables.  For  presentation  herein  these  tables  are  so  arranged 
as  to  proceed  from  the  more  general  to  the  more  specific  issues, 
and  each  table  is  accompanied  by  a  brief  discussion  of  the  sig- 
nificant points  to  which  it  relates. 

Table  1.  This  table  is  calculated  to  throw  light  on  the  accur- 
acy of  acreage  assessments  by  types  of  land,  as  listed  by  local 
assessors.  The  data  are  limited  to  six  counties  in  which  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  has  farms  under  contract  and  in  which 
rural  lands  are  classified  by  types  of  use  on  the  assessment  rolls. 
The  three  land  classes  (cultivated,  pasture,  and  forest  and  waste) 
are  the  categories  employed  by  the  S.C.S.,  and  assessment  rodl 
classes  have  been  adapted  to  this  tripartite  classification.  In  the 
main,  the  farms  for  which  data  were  obtained  are  small-to-me- 
dium in  size,  and  all  six  counties  are  located  in  the  Piedmont  sec- 
tion of  the  State.  It  is  assumed,  of  course,  that  the  S.C.S.  acreage 
figures  are  approximately  correct,  and  that  if  the  assessment  roll 
figures  depart  materially  from  the  S.C.S.  figures,  it  is  evidence 
of  inaccuracy  in  assessment.  In  other  words,  if  assessments  were 
wholly  accurate,  the  figures  in  columns  4,  7,  10,  and  13  of  the 
table  would  all  approximate  100  percent. 

As  might  be  anticipated,  assessed  area  is  generally  slightly  less 
than  survey  area.  Discrepancies  are  more  pronounced  within 
land  classes,  however;  from  this  it  is  evident  that  assessors  are 
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more  careful  in  fixing  total  acreage  figures  for  each  tract  than  in 
dividing  the  tract  among  land  use  classes.  Pasture  land,  in  par- 
ticular, appears  to  be  subject  to  erratic  classification  on  the  as- 
sessment rolls;  this  condition  doubtless  results  from  the  lack  of 
a  uniform  and  precise  definition  of  ''pasture  land"  in  the  minds 
of  assessing  officials. 

It  might  be  suspected  that  assessors  would  display  a  tendency 
to  yield  to  pressure  from  landowners,  and  understate  the  acre- 
age of  high-valued  cultivated  land  in  relation  to  the  acreage  of 
low-valued  forest  and  waste  land.  Some  tendency  to  overstate 
relatively  the  forest  and  waste  land  area  is  evident,  but  it  is 
neither  universal  nor  pronounced.  In  two  of  the  six  counties  the 
cultivated  land  ratio  of  assessed  to  survey  area  is  even  greater 
than  the  corresponding  ratio  for  total  land.  On  the  other  hand, 
in  five  of  the  six  counties  the  forest  and  waste  land  ratio  is  great- 
er than  the  total  land  ratio.  Since  the  one  county  in  which  the 
reverse  is  true,  Catawba,  contains  one-half  of  all  tracts  for  which 
data  have  been  obtained,  this  county  exerts  a  disproportionate 
influence  on  the  all-county  total  figures.  Because  of  that  circum- 
stance, a  computation  has  been  made  that  excludes  Catawba 
County,  and  these  figures  have  been  inserted  at  the  bottom  of 
Table  1.  If  Catawba  is  included,  the  forest  and  waste  land  ratio 
is  96  percent,  as  compared  with  the  total  land  ratio  of  95  percent; 
if  Catawba  is  excluded  these  ratios  are  99  percent  and  94  percent 
respectively.  From  this  evidence  it  appears  that  the  tendency  to 
exaggerate  relatively  the  forest  and  waste  land  area  is  not  a 
serious  shortcoming  of  present  assessment  practice. 

A  word  of  caution  is  in  order  against  regarding  Table  1  as  con- 
clusive on  this  point  with  respect  to  assessment  practices  through- 
out the  entire  State.  The  sample  is  small,  and  the  data  are  re- 
stricted to  the  Piedmont  section.  In  the  Tidewater  and  Mountain 
sections,  the  latter  especially,  where  the  land  is  generally  of  low- 
er value  and  acreage  figures  contained  in  legal  records  are  less 
accurate,  it  is  possible,  perhaps  probable,  that  the  tendency 
toward  relative  overstatement  of  forest  land  area  is  more  pro- 
nounced. In  any  event,  however,  it  appears  that  this  assessment 
defect  is  not  serious  enough  to  constitute  an  obstacle  to  the  in- 
troduction of  an  improved  system  of  forest  taxation. 

Table  2.  This  table  presents  data  that  relate  to  the  accuracy 
of  the  assessed  values  placed  on  forest  properties.  Most  of  the 
properties  included  in  the  sample  are  low  grade  forest  lands, 
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either  cutover  or  understocked.  All  sample  properties  are  located 
within  the  boundaries  of  national  forests.  There  is  no  apparent, 
reason,  however,  for  suspecting  that  they  have  received  different 
treatment  at  the  hands  of  local  assessors  than  have  other  forest 
lands  of  like  character  located  outside  national  forest  boundaries. 
Nor  is  there  basis  for  belief  that  the  prices  paid  for  these  prop- 
erties by  the  Federal  Government  have  been  less  than  they  would 
have  been  if  sold  to  private  purchasers  on  the  open  market. 

From  the  figures  appearing  in  columns  1  and  2,  it  is  apparent 
that  forest  lands  are  generally  heavily  overassessed.  No  authori- 
tative study  has  been  made  recently  of  the  assessment  ratio  for 
farmlands  in  the  State,  but  there  is  agreement  among  competent 
observers  that  the  prevailing  ratio  is  now  somewhat  less  than 
100  percent.  In  contrast,  in  only  one  county,  Jones,  is  the  un- 
weighted assessment  ratio  of  forest  properties  less  than  100  per- 
cent. It  should  be  noted  that  the  assessment  ratios  weighted  by 
sale  values  of  properties  (column  2)  are  generally  less  than  the 
corresponding  unweighted  ratios.  The  significance  of  this  dis- 
parity is  that  it  indicates  regressivity  in  the  assessment  of  forest 
properties — i.e.,  the  larger  or  higher  valued  properties  have  low- 
er assessment  ratios  than  do  properties  of  lesser  value. 

The  wide  range  of  assessment  ratios  among  individual  prop- 
erties within  each  county  (shown  in  columns  3  and  4)  is  evidence 
of  highly  erratic  assessments.  More  precise  statistical  measures 
of  the  lack  of  uniformity  in  assessments  are  the  figures  for  "av- 
erage deviation"  and  "coefficient  of  deviation,"  shown  in  columns 
5  and  6.  If  all  properties  were  assessed  ideally,  with  complete 
uniformity,  the  coefficient  of  deviation  would  be  zero ;  as  a  rule- 
of -thumb  generalization,  a  coefficient  of  deviation  in  excess  of  20 
percent  may  be  regarded  as  "abnormal,"  in  the  sense  that  it  is; 
indicative  of  substantial  inequity  among  property  owners.  In 
only  three  of  the  21  sample  counties,  however,  is  the  coefficient 
less  than  20  percent,  and  in  these  counties  (Davidson,  Transyl- 
vania, and  Yancey)  the  number  of  properties  is  so  small  that  the 
sample  cannot  be  considered  as  representative. 

To  summarize,  it  appears  that  low  grade  forest  properties  are 
generally  subject  to  gross  overassessment,  and  that  the  assess- 
ment pattern  is  characterized  by  a  disturbing  lack  of  uniformity 
in  the  treatment  of  individual  properties.  The  remedy  for  these 
assessment  defects  is  to  be  found  in  improved  administration 
of  the  property  tax,  rather  than  in  any  change  in  the  system  of 
forest  taxation. 
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TABLE  2 

RATIO  OF  ASSESSED  TO  SALE  VALUE,  AND  DEPARTURE  FROM 
UNIFORMITY   IN   ASSESSMENT,   1933-1937 

Selected  Forest  Properties  in  Twenty-one  Counties,  North  Carolina 


Average  Ratio  (a) 

Measure  of  Variation 

Basis 

Range  (d) 

Average 
deviation 

(e) 

Coefficient 

of 
deviation 

(f) 

Number 

of 
properties 

Region  and 
County 

Un- 
weighted 

(b) 

Weighted 

by  sale 

value 

(c) 

Aggregate 
of  sale 

Lowest 
ratio 

Highest 
ratio 

consider- 
ations 
(g) 

Tidewater: 

Carteret 

Craven.     

Jones 

(1) 
Percent 

234.4 

128.1 

89.7 

135.7 
123.0 
126.1 

223.5 
131.1 
129.6 
111.6 
126.3 
180.2 
189.1 
116.4 
230.9 
155.9 
174.4 
197.0 
203.6 
143.3 
179.5 

(2) 
Percent 

217.8 

99.7 

109.9 

140.5 

107.0 

99.7 

247.2 

51.1 

65.3 

152.1 

99.6 

77.7 

120.8 

113.3 

252.7 

164.9 

19S.4 

131.9 

183.8 

145.7 

179.6 

(3) 
Percent 

55.6 
33.3 
33.3 

121.4 
43.3 

68.7 

83.3 

37.5 

60.4 

41.6 

50.0 

74.4 

45.0 

17.1 

162.5 

38.5 

17.2 

30.0 

100.0 

114.6 

150.6 

(4) 
Percent 

1,081.0 
512.9 
246.2 

150.0 
250.0 
201.1 

444.4 
303.2 
214.7 
190.5 
400.0 
307.8 
369.7 
304.9 
317.1 
394.5 
482.9 
666.7 
367.4 
158.7 
200.0 

(5) 
Percent 

124.9 
55.7 
43.8 

14.3 
37.0 
34.8 

92.3 
86.1 
38.4 
27.6 
45.5 
52.1 
48.3 
37.0 
32.9 
68.5 
73.1 
95.4 
57.1 
14.4 
14.5 

(6) 
Percent 

53 
43 
49 

11 
30 

28 

41 
66 
30 
25 
36 
29 
26 
32 
14 
44 
42 
48 
28 
10 
8 

(7) 
Number 

43 
52 
17 

2 
64 
21 

5 

4 
18 
32 
69 
16 
27 
13 
23 
15 
84 
11 

9 

4 

4 

(8) 
Dollars 

48,578 
153,089 
170,486 

1,043 
87,668 
39,190 

7,473 

5,729 

245  518 

Piedmont: 

Davidson 

Montgomery 

Randolph . 

Mountain: 

Avery. 

Buncombe 

Burke .  . 

Caldwell 

Cherokee.  ... 
Clay 

25,137 
107,623 
192,093 
578,860 
217,367 
34,613 
11,003 
111  567 

Graham.  ... 

Haywood 

Jackson  _  .  

McDowell.  .  .. 
Macon... 

Mitchell 

Swain .  .. 

Transylvania... 
Yancey 

35,540 
5,065 

28,441 
19,023 

Total 

533 

2,125,106 

Source  of  data:  Sale  considerations,  from  records  of  U.  S.  Forest  Service.  (No  value  assigned  to  occasional  buildings 
and  supra-surface  improvements  in  Forest  Service  appraisals).  Assessment  figures,  from  assessment  rolls  of  respective 
counties.    Assessment  ratios  and  measures  of  departure  from  uniformity  in  assessment,  by  computation. 

(a.)  The  assessment  ratios  of  all  properties  have  been  computed  by  reducing  both  assessed  and  sales  values  to  a  per 
acre  basis,  then  dividing  the  assessed  value  per  acre  by  the  sale  value  per  acre.  The  use  of  per  acre  figures  is  for  the 
purpose  of  minimizing  the  effect  of  minor  discrepancies  between  acreage  as  assessed  and  as  indicated  in  Forest  Service 
records. 

( b.)  The  unweighted  county  average  ratio  is  determined  by  a  method  of  computation  that  assigns  equal  significance  to 
each  property  or  transaction,  regardless  of  size — i.  e.,  it  is  a  simple  arithmetic  mean  of  the  assessment  ratios  of  the  indi- 
vidual properties. 

(c.)  The  weighted  county  average  ratio  is  determined  by  a  method  of  computation  that  assigns  significance  to  each 

assessment  ratio  in  proportion  to  the  sale  value  of  the  property  to  which  it  applies:  the  assessment  ratio  of  each  property 

is  multiplied  by  the  sale  value  of  the  property,  the  resulting  products  are  totalled,  and  this  total  divided  by  the  sum 

of  the  sale  values. 

(d.)  The  "range"  is  a  simple  recording  of  the  lowest  and  highest  assessment  ratios  found  within  each  county,  i.  e.,  it 

indicates  the  spread  of  the  assessment  ratios  of  the  observed  properties. 

(e.)  The  "average  deviation"  is  a  statistical  expression  of  the  mean  deviation  of  the  individual  assessment  ratios  from 

the  average  of  the  group;  it  is  an  average  of  the  absolute  departures  of  individual  observations  from  the  average  of 

all  the  observations. 

(f.)   The  "coefficient  of  deviation"  is  a  statistical  expression  of  the  relative  deviation  of  the  individual  assessment 

ratios,  on  the  average,  from  the  mean  assessment  ratio.    It  indicates  the  extent  to  which  assessments  depart  from  the 

legal  ideal  of  uniformity,  irrespective  of  the  absolute  assessment  level  of  all  the  properties  in  the  group.    The  coefficient 

of  deviation  is  obtained  by  dividing  the  average  deviation  by  the  average  assessment  ratio.    The  larger  the  resulting 

coefficient,  the  more  erratic  is  the  assessment  practice. 

(g.)  The  "sale  consideration"  is  the  actual  amount  paid  for  the  property  by  the  Federal  Government. 
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Table  3.  Presented  in  this  table  are  the  results  of  a  special  sta- 
tistical investigation  of  assessment  data  for  a  portion  of  the 
properties  referred  to  in  Table  2.  Out  of  the  21  counties  covered 
in  Table  2,  only  five  were  represented  by  30  or  more  properties 
bearing  merchantable  timber  of  value,  as  indicated  by  Federal 
acquisition  survey  records ;  Table  3  is  restricted  to  these  five  coun- 
ties, since  for  the  purpose  of  this  analysis  a  sample  of  less  than 
30  properties  would  be  too  small  to  yield  reliable  results.  The 
assessment  ratio  of  each  property  was  then  compared  with  its 
average  timber  value  per  acre,  and  coefficients  of  correlation 
were  computed,  by  counties.  It  is  seen  that  in  every  instance  the 
coefficient  of  correlation  is  a  negative  value,  indicating  that  as- 
sessment ratios  go  down  as  timber  values  go  up.  The  most  rea- 
sonable explanation  of  this  relationship  is  that  assessors  generally 
tend  to  overlook  or  underappraise  the  value  that  attaches  to 
young  or  culled  stands  of  trees.  Regarded  by  itself,  this  is  an  as- 
sessment defect  that  tends  to  discriminate  in  favor  of  forests  in 
the  early  stages  of  development,  but  it  should  be  emphasized  that 
this  tendency  is  more  than  counterbalanced  by  the  practice  of 
overassessing  low  grade  forest  land,  with  the  result  that  the  net 
effect  of  the  assessment  pattern  is  to  place  forest  property  gener- 
ally at  a  tax  disadvantage. 

TABLE  3 
CORRELATION  OF  ASSESSMENT  RATIO  WITH  TIMBER 

VALUE  PER  ACRE,  1937 

Rural  Land,  Five  Sample  Counties,  North  Carolina 

No.  of    Average  timber  Average  assess-  Coefficient  of 
County  properties    value  per  acre  ment  ratio         correlation1 

Dollars  Percent 

Carteret  37  2.66  230  —.255 

Cherokee    33  1.53  117  —.464 

Craven   48  4.20  115  —.535 

Montgomery 35  4.45  111  —.393 

Macon  74  2.02  166  —.200 

Source  of  data:  Timber  values  from  acquisition  records  of  U. 
S.  Forest  Service.  Assessment  data  from  assessment  rolls  of 
respective  counties. 

1  The  coefficient  of  correlation  is  a  statistical  expression  of  the  relation- 
ship between  the  timber  value  per  acre  and  the  assessment  ratio  of  the  pro- 
perty (in  this  instance  the  relationship  is  negative  in  every  county,  indicat- 
ing that  an  increase  in  timber  value  is  generally  accompanied  by  a  decrease 
in  assessment  ratio.) 
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Tables  U  and  5.  In  order  to  obtain  reliable  information  regard- 
ing the  position  and  importance  of  forest  property  in  the  tax 
base  of  the  State,  transcripts  were  made  of  the  rural  real  prop- 
erty assessment  rolls  of  20  counties  in  which  land  is  classified 
by  character  or  type  of  use.  These  counties  are  distributed  over 
the  entire  State,  and  seem  adequate  to  meet  the  need  for  a  reli- 
able and  representative  sample.  In  the  majority  of  these  counties 
the  data  are  for  reassessments  made  in  1937,  and  in  no  county 
are  the  data  based  on  reassessments  made  prior  to  1933.  In  or- 
der to  lessen  the  burden  of  clerical  work,  tracts  of  less  than  10 
acres  in  area  were  omitted  from  these  tabulations,  on  the  assump- 
tion that  such  small  rural  acreages  are  of  negligible  importance 
for  the  purposes  of  this  investigation.  With  the  exceptions  of 
these  less-than-10-acre  tracts  and  of  certain  omitted  townships 
in  a  few  counties  (as  indicated  on  the  tables)  the  transcripts  of 
assessment  roll  acreages  are  complete.  The  transcripts  of  as- 
sessed values  correspond  to  these  acreage  data,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  Catawba  County,  for  which  the  assessed  values  were  not 
obtained. 

The  land-use  assessment  classification  is  not  uniform  among 
counties.  Only  three  of  the  20  counties  list  land  in  the  four  classes 
that  collectively  represent  forest  land — waste,  cutover,  wood,  and 
timber  land.  Only  five  counties  show  any  stumpage  as  a  separate 
assessment  item.  Nine  counties  have  one  or  more  minor  land- 
use  categories,  that  are  grouped  together  in  these  and  succeeding 
tables  under  the  heading  of  "miscellaneous"  land.  Furthermore, 
it  is  apparent  that  there  is  no  uniformity  of  definitions  of  the 
several  land-use  classes  among  these  counties ;  for  example,  land 
listed  as  cutover  in  one  county  would  be  classed  as  waste  or  wood 
land  in  another.  Absence  of  precise  concepts  is  particularly  ap- 
parent with  respect  to  the  four  forest  land  classes.  Pasture  land 
also  is  subject  to  divergent  definitions;  in  several  counties  in  the 
Mountain  section,  Haywood  in  particular,  it  is  probable  that 
much  of  the  land  listed  as  pasture  would  be  classed  as  a  type  of 
forest  land  in  other  counties. 

These  tables  are  sufficiently  self-explanatory  to  obviate  the 
need  for  either  further  description  or  detailed  comments  on  the 
data  which  they  contain. 
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Tables  6  and  7.  Figures  appearing  in  these  tables  have  been 
developed  from  the  basic  assessment  data  for  selected  counties, 
described  above.  The  number  of  sample  counties  is  reduced  to 
19  because  of  the  omission  of  Catawba  County,  for  which  no  as- 
sessed values  were  obtained. 

It  may  be  seen  that  the  variations  among  counties  in  average 
assessed  values  per  acre  (Table  6)  are  relatively  less  with  re- 
spect to  cultivatable  land  than  to  other  classes.  This  may  be  at- 
tributable in  part  to  the  greater  uniformity  in  the  local  concepts 
or  definitions  of  cultivatable  land,  in  comparison  with  other 
classes.  Pasture  land  and  the  four  forest  land  categories  show 
wide  variations  in  average  assessed  values.  Three  factors  may 
serve  to  explain  this  circumstance:  (1)  actual  variations  among 
counties  in  values  of  any  one  type  of  land;  (2)  variations  among 
counties  in  assessment  levels,  or  average  assessment  ratios;  and 
(3)  the  intercounty  divergencies  in  definitions  of  types  of  land. 
The  first  is  a  basis  for  legitimate  variations  in  assessed  values, 
but  the  other  two  represent  defective  assessment  practices.  No 
attempt  need  be  made  here  to  weigh  the  relative  importance  of 
these  factors. 

An  examination  of  Table  6  discloses  a  number  of  apparently 
illogical  relationships  among  assessed  values  of  the  several  land 
classes  within  individual  counties.  For  example,  it  is  surprising 
to  find  that  in  Iredell  County  the  average  assessment  per  acre  of 
timber  land  is  in  excess  of  that  of  cultivatable  land.  Again,  in 
Rutherford  County  the  assessment  of  waste  land  exceeds  that  of 
timber  land  by  more  than  $2.00  per  acre.  The  causes  of  these  er- 
ratic relationships  among  assessed  values  is  unknown,  other  than 
the  general  considerations  stated  above.  The  extremely  high 
assessed  value  of  miscellaneous  land  in  Bladen  County  need  not 
be  a  cause  of  serious  concern,  because  it  applies  to  only  75  acres. 

The  average  tax  per  acre  figures  (Table  7)  display  much  the 
same  variations,  both  as  among  counties  and  types  of  land,  as 
do  the  average  assessed  values.  This  is  to  be  anticipated,  of 
course,  since  the  tax  per  acre  figures  were  obtained  by  multiply- 
ing the  assessed  value  figures  by  the  respective  county-wide  tax 
rates.  Lack  of  uniformity  in  the  tax  rates  may  be  noted,  the 
range  in  the  19  counties  being  from  60  cents  per  $100  of  valu- 
ation in  Durham  to  $1.81  in  Cumberland.  The  variations  in  tax 
rates  might  serve  either  to  accentuate  or  to  diminish  the  effect 
of  intercounty  disparities  in  assessed  values,  as  related  to  aver- 
age taxes  per  acre ;  no  statistical  analysis  of  this  point  has  been 
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made,  but  a  superficial  review  of  the  tax  per  acre  figures  does  not 
suggest  a  marked  trend  toward  either  possibility.  In  other  words, 
variations  among  counties  in  average  tax  per  acre  figures  appear 
not  to  be  markedly  different,  either  greater  or  less,  than  varia- 
tions in  average  assessed  values  per  acre. 

Intracounty  discrepancies  in  taxes  per  acre  on  the  several 
types  of  land  are  necessarily  parallel  to  intracounty  discrepan- 
cies in  assessed  values  per  acre,  since  the  county-wide  tax  rate 
applies  uniformly  to  all  classes  of  land. 


TABLE  6 

AVERAGE  ASSESSED  VALUE  PER  ACRE,  BY  CLASSES  OF  LAND, 

1937 

Nineteen  Sample  Counties,  North  Carolina 


Region  and  County 


Tidewater  and  Coastal  Plain  Section 

Beaufort  (less  1  township) 

Bladen 

Cumberland 

Currituck 

Hertford 

Onslow 

Pasq  uotank 

Pitt.. 

Washington 

Piedmont  Section: 

Durham  (less  1  township) 

Harnett 

I/edell  (less  6  townships) 

Stokes  (less  1  township) 

Mountain  Section: 

Buncombe 

Caldwell 

Haywood 

Macon  (less  1  township) 

Ruthe  f  f  crd 

Transylvania 


Culti- 

Miscel- 

vatable 

Pasture 

Waste- 

Cutover 

Wood- 

Timber- 

laneous 

land 

land 

land 

land 

land 

land 

Iandf 

(1) 

(2)     . 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

$  42.52 

$  21.45 

$    3.21 

* 

$    7.94 

$  10.65 

$42.18 

23.17 

7.99 

2.95 

$    5.91 

* 

10.11 

248.67 

25.51 

11.69 

1.25 

8.46 

* 

16.16 

* 

41.69 

11.93 

5.16 

8.87 

* 

17.44 

7.70 

30.83 

15.09 

6.99 

10.60 

* 

18.21 

* 

23.56 

2.00 

* 

* 

J3.75 

14.48 

2.69 

45.08 

22.06 

4.99 

* 

* 

15.72 

* 

49.96 

* 

* 

* 

9.84 

18.06 

* 

38.21 

16.26 

3.81 

* 

* 

6.93 

* 

36.59 

18.26 

7.88 

* 

°20.88 

°16.41 

* 

37.87 

17.21 

5.85 

9.91 

* 

**13.60 

15.54 

24.05 

15.72 

5.64 

* 

13.57 

26.54 

33.20 

23.98 

14.69 

5.08 

* 

14.02 

19.19 

* 

34.03 

19.98 

4.24 

8.35 

20.42 

29.40 

44.07 

43.20 

20.74 

8.88 

7.48 

* 

15.00 

6.34 

64.51 

26.07 

6.30 

* 

12.66 

10.26 

* 

29.08 

13.28 

10.95 

* 

9.76 

11.50 

* 

24.36 

17.13 

10.05 

3.60 

10.83 

7.73 

* 

42.38 

14.95 

7.39 

4.77 

* 

8.27 

* 

All 
land 


(8) 


14.95 
8.71 
12.60 
16.53 
18.48 
J6.58 
25.35 
26.35 
12.48 


°24.45 

18. 00 

18.44 

15.66 


20.62 
15.83 
23.38 
13.51 
15.89 
9.29 


Source  of  data:    Assessment  rolls  of  respective  counties. 
*No  lands  included  in  these  classifications. 

flncludes  factory  sites,  mineral  and  quarry  lands,  marshes,  beach  front,  etc. 
tStumpage  value  of  $59,894  not  included. 
°Stumpage  value  of  $62,225  not  included. 
**Timber  rights  of  $18,650  not  included. 
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TABLE  7 

AVERAGE  TAX  PER  ACRE,  RURAL  LANDS,  1937 

Nineteen  Sample  Counties,  North  Carolina 


*Region  and  County 


Tidewater  and  Coastal  Plain 
Beaufort  (less  1  twp.)-- 

Bladen 

Cumberland 

Currituck 

Hertford 

Onslow 

Pasquotank 

Pitt 

Washington 

Piedmont: 

Durham  (less  1  twp.) . ; 
Harnett 

Iredell  (less  6  twps.) 

Stokes  (less  1  twp.) 

Mountain: 

Buncombe 

Caldwell 

Haywood 

Macon  (less  1  twp.) 

Rutherford 

Transylvania 


Culti- 

Miscel- 

vatable 

Pasture 

Waste- 

Cutover 

Wood- 

Timber- 

laneous 

All 

land 

land 

land 

land 

land 

land 

land 

land 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

54.0 

27.2 

4.1 

t 

10.1 

13.5 

53.6 

19.0 

34.5 

11.9 

4.4 

8.8 

t 

15.1 

370.5 

13.0 

46.2 

21.2 

2.3 

15.3 

t 

29.2 

t 

22.8 

37.5 

10.7 

4.6 

8.0 

t 

15.7 

6.9 

14.9 

29.3 

14.3 

6.6 

10.1 

t 

17.3 

t 

17.6 

39.3 

3.3 

t 

t 

6.3 

7.5 

4.5 

11.0 

45.1 

22.1 

5.0 

t 

t 

15.7 

t 

25.4 

42.5 

t 

t 

t 

8.4 

15.4 

t 

22.4 

68.8 

29.3 

6.9 

t 

t 

12.5 

t 

22.5 

22.0 

11.0 

4.7 

t 

12.5 

9.8 

t 

14.7 

47.3 

21.5 

7.3 

12.4 

t 

17.0 

19.4 

22.5 

32.2 

21.1 

7.6 

t 

18.2 

35.6 

44.5 

24.7 

43.2 

26.4 

9.1 

t 

25.2 

34.5 

t 

28.2 

32.7 

19.2 

4.1 

8.0 

19.6 

28.2 

42.3 

19.8 

43.2 

20.7 

8.9 

7.5 

t 

15.0 

6.3 

15.8 

85.8 

34.7 

8.4 

t 

16.8 

13.6 

t 

31.1 

37.8 

17.3 

14.2 

t 

12.7 

15.0 

t 

17.6 

36.5 

25.7 

15.1 

5.4 

16.2 

11.6 

t 

23.8 

68.7 

24.2 

12.0 

7.7 

t 

13.4 

t 

15.0 

County- 
wide 
tax  rate 


(9) 
Dollars 
per  $100 

1.27 
tl.49 

1.81 

0.90 

t.95 

1.67 

1.00 
t0. 85 

1.80 


0.60 
tl.25 

1.34 
1.80 


JO.  96 
1.00 
1.33 
1.30 
1.50 
1.62 


Source  of  data:    Average  tax  per  acre  computed  by  multiplying  average  assessed  value  (see  Table  6)  per  acre  by  county- 
wide  tax  rate. 
*Refer  Table  4  for  names  of  missing  townships. 
fNo  lands  included  in  these  classifications. 

tin  the  five  counties  noted,  Bladen,  Hertford,  Pitt,  Harnett  and  Buncombe,  because  of  the  existence  of  special 
school  or  road  districts  that  are  currently  levying  taxes,  the  actual  millage  rate  imposed  on  some  portion  of  the 
rural  land  in  each  of  these  counties  is  significantly  larger  than  the  county-wide  millage  rate  as  shown  above.  In 
certain  other  counties  special  districts  levy  taxes  but  not  of  significant  amount. 
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Table  8.  In  this  table  are  presented  indices  of  the  weight  or 
importance  of  forest  land  in  the  property  tax  base  of  each  sample 
county,  together  with  the  data  used  in  computing  them.  The 
"land  area"  figures  appearing  in  column  1  are  county  gross  areas, 
taken  from  the  U.  S.  Census.  Column  5  shows  the  assessed  value 
of  all  property  subject  to  ad  valorem  taxation  in  each  county,  but 
exclusive  of  property  located  in  the  omitted  townships  in  several 
counties.  The  data  appearing  in  columns  2,  3,  6,  and  7  cover  only 
the  rural  property  for  which  complete  assessment  data  have  been 
obtained,  i.e.,  rural  property  exclusive  of  less  than  10-acre  tracts 
and  missing  townships. 

It  may  be  seen  (column  4)  that  in  only  two  counties  does  forest 
land  area  represent  less  than  50  percent  of  the  assessed  rural 
area,  both  areas  exclusive  of  the  less  than  10-acre  tracts.  In  only 
one  county,  however,  is  the  assessed  value  of  forest  land  in  ex- 
cess of  40  percent  of  the  total  assessed  value  of  rural  real  estate. 
From  the  standpoint  of  prospective  forest  tax  reform,  the  rela- 
tive weight  of  forest  property  in  the  total  tax  base  of  the  county 
is  a  consideration  of  greater  importance  than  either  of  the  two 
assessment  relationships  just  mentioned.  These  forest  land-to- 
county  total  ratios  are  shown  in  column  9.  Although  there  is  wide 
variation  in  these  ratios  among  counties,  in  no  county  does  forest 
land  represent  as  much  as  26  percent  of  the  total  tax  base. 


302 


Report  of  the  North  Carolina 


t- 

CO 

OS 

iH 

W 

w 

««! 

PQ 

o3 

X 

PJ 

•rH 

I— 1 

< 

o 

H 

OJ 

W 

O 

W 

H 

O 

O 

£ 

H 

00 

73 

Q 

0) 
PS 

S3 

tt 

< 

< 

hJ 

O 

H 

H 

u 

c/2 

01 

i— i 

W 

ft 

P4 

ei 

O 

>> 

to 

O 

4-> 

o> 

a 

o 

1— 1 

H 

<* 

J 

W 

« 

c 

o3 
hi 


o 


03 
> 


.2t3  os  £ 
*=  oj^  G 

$  S  o  £ 


OJ         HN         i-l  CM  -I  -h 


MNiOOXS 


3 
"c3  — 


-^      » 


.2"0  a 


4 


0J    O 


oo  a  a  ■*  oo  co  oo -i  m 

OSOSCMKJOSififi— (CO 


Pi 


> 


CJ 
13Uh  4J 
CJ  0„  03 
S  oj  g.-g 

OJ   3   S   oj 
°o-2    P  — i 

<3  >       oj 


!D  O)  *  CO  !D  iH  lO  00  M 
O)  OS  CO  Oi  00  CO  ■*  lO  O 

os  n  to  ih  a  oo  ra  >o  os 

t^TfCOO— ICMOSOSCO 

tH  tJ( -h  N  CO  tO  ■*  CO  tO 
tOtOiO»OO^tD^O 


os  co  «5  cm 

tO»CO»^ 
to  CO  K5  lO 

OCOON 
to  CO  CO  CM 

1^  il  if  00 

HMHil 


CO  CO  OS  OS  if  OS 
HJCOOON'* 
WCONOlO 

OS  to  UJ  ■*  O  to 
CO  CM  to  CO  to  CO 
NNNOO00 


t—  ■— I  CO  CO  CO  CM  OS  CM  i— i  o     OS  00  if  CO  rttOU5<*Nrt 

t^-coioooscMif  — i  os  o  -i  cm  ws  mtocRcNino 

M         00005NCOCOO>NCO  l-~  t^-  00  CM  t«U5fflOCON 

Cj         CM  CO  t-  if  CM  K5  CO  "5  if  if  OS  to  OS  CDOitMrHOtO 

— <         »hU5NhhhU}iO  CO  if  if  ©  CO -^i  CM  CO  O  O 

q         NtONOCNONCN'H  USffl^O)  I>-  i-H  t-  if  Oi  r-1 

Q    CO  to  K5  CO  US  if  CO  «*l  CO  «#  CO  "5  if  i-l  K5  K5  CM  CO  CM 


ft 

c 


■^■-lOtOINlOOONO 
K5l-^l^COifOifOS© 
OOOSC^-OSOSCO^llfCO 

COCBCONrHiOtOOCO 
WrtNOrocOOrtOO 
15  O  ■*  CO  CO  CO  i- iNt- 1 


•^NOCO 
Tf  ©  CO  O 
K5  K5  if  K5 

OU5CON 
-h  oo  "5 

CO0OK5iH 


t^  CM  CO  CO  t-~  OS 

CO  OS  CO  co  «o  «5 

NOOOirtH 

N(OOt«*iO 
IC^H  "HK5COO 
t-  CO  CM  CO  CO  OS 


-a 
a 

hi 


o 


O    8    «3 


3 


-a 
128 

S?  a  «- 
S    5   03 


«5  N  CM  N  ■*  K5  N  CO  CO 

U5N010K5COOOCO 


O  CO  CO  i-H  O 
if  i-h  tH  to  CO 


TtOOlOOOOO 
CO  CO  CO  if  I>-  OS 


t^CMifOScMcMCOcO© 
©OiCOCOOOOOOOSCM 
OOCMCMCOascOtMOOCO 

O0  CO  CO  «5  O  N  N  i)(  CO 
1(5  CO  O)  N  «5  N  CD  CO  N 
CO  if  CM    rtCO    CM  i-H 


ts—  os  K5  Os  os 

CM  OS  >- 1  CO  l-H 

CO  OS  CM  CO  i-l 

CO  CO  CO  OS  O 
OW^OUS 
i-l         CM  i-H  i-H 


-*l  if  t—  if  "5  «5 
itl  CO  i— l  CM  O0  «5 
NCNlONN^ 

OS  CO  i— l  l^  OS  o 
00  OS  -h  o  00  iO 


i— icOCMi— llOOifiCOCM 

■*  ffi  N  OS  CN  O  00  CS  «5 
CO  CO -h  CO  OS  O)  - (COCO 

a?        tNOOo'ocoacNCON 
E         CO  CM  CO  if  i—l  CO  CM  OS  -h 

ej       ^iuscoi- icqijii- icoCM 


tONOOlN 
MiNOSOO! 
•*«5NOCO 

OS  CM  CO  —HO 
CO  CO  CO  CM  CM 
CM  i— i  CO  CM  CM 


CO  CO  CO  K5  00  O0 
if  —I  CM  CO  CO  1*1 

NCTOONO 

NCOtOKSCON 
(M»150i(5COS 
CO  CM  CM  i-l  CO  i-l 


a 


G 
03    "- 
HH    =« 


S3 

o 
O 

Q 

s 

Hi 

i 


ooooooooo 

©ifOOOifCMCMOOOO 
CO  CO  O0  OO  N  1(5  N  CN  CN 

KitOOtOOOKStN-HOS 
COCMCMOOi— it^ifOO 
K5  CO  if  ■— ICMitli— lifCM 


O  O  O  O  O 
CM  00  CM  CM  O 

—I  CO  CO  CO  CM 

ihOSCOCON 
tOOSNNO 
CM  i-l  CO  CO  CO 


o  o  o  o  o  o 

CO  itt<  1*1  CM  CO  CO 
1*1  Tt<  if  CO  i— I  K5 

CO  rH  OS  CO  O0  CM 
CO  O  if  CM  1*1  i*l 
if  CO  CO  CO  CO  CM 


.SIS 
'5  s 
Pi  g 

—3  o 

03  *i 
1^> 

CO   f—t 

g   to 

*  o 


T3 
C3 

J5of 

oj  -Q  .  _  Ci  o 


■JS  c3  ii  O  t-  >-  oo 

as  SJ2  3  3  aj  C 

EsmmooKo 


c 

03 

c 

3 

5*- 


CO     CO 

CO     CO 

OJ    OJ 


Pi  Pi! 


O   ct)   3   cfl   oj   O 

T3 
oj 


CO 


03 


co-O   C 
Oi  g  £>  O  d  C   >. 

■a  c2  >>S^  § 

iS    3    03    03jS    3    2 

cpquSSffJEi 

-1 


O 

T3 

03 

OJ 

CO 

03 

^3 

03 

i-l 

13 

,— 

a 

03 
t-i 

3 

3 

O 

CJ 

3 

O 

C 
oj 

03 

J3 

cri 

-fj 

T3 

>-> 

OJ 

J3 

CO 

OJ 

O 

^a 

43 

..'rl 

O 

S 

CJ 

03 

3 

o 

-2 

03 
-5    >. 

O 

3 

o 

o 

CO 

^■B 

CJ 

03 

a 

.  ft 

a 

3 

°  2 

T3 

O 

CJ 

3_ 

03 

IH 

B"e8 

O    O 

01 

CO 

OJ 

J3 

o 

O 

OJ 

+3 
CO 

4* 

<2? 

, f 

3 

■St? 

03    qj 
t"1     CO 

OJ 
OJ 

T3 

CJ 

13 

3   oj 
C    co 

3  3 

u.    03 

(in  ; 

l-H 

a" 

c3 

_3 
o 
OJ 

«=>•« 

>> 

C   3 

3 

CJ 

a  rt 

Q 

'-+3 

3-^ 

C! 

■5    03 

O    OJ 

CJ     >- 

.o 

tn 

..    03 

3 

ft 

S~o 

73 

-3 

1-1  c 

OJ 

(/J 

3   «S 

ar 

Ph 

3 

n 

-3a 
8e 

•  — 

-»^ 

CO 

ft 

x 

^3 

Tf    4J 

OJ     ft 
—    OJ 

CO 

3 

o 

-3 

43 

,jQ  cj 

«*4 

«3   K 

-*-3 

U 

i-H     * 

T3    b£> 

CD 

S     OJ 

p-o 

c  9 
JS'*S 

c 

CO 

*J 

JS*S 

ft 

w  * 

a«« 

q 

3   oj 

'43  ° 

CO 

a  oj 

3.2 

ft 

-E 

§§ 

s  * 

c3   oj 

^ft 

3 

c 
H 

CJ 

"5   29 

d 

co  ?j 
os  53 
^   03 

c 

> 

CO 

OJ 

co  O 

3i 

CX 

3 

43 

C3 
43 

c  9 

ep  o3 
0-3 

CO 
CO 

a 

S3 

U.S. 

less 

es  of 

i-   03 
oj   3 
S    O 

o  £ 

CO 

•-1  u 

C    03 

s 

03 

3   ft 

0J 

03 

3 

-T3 
-O   3     • 

*-> 

CO 

O    t- 

cci<!" 

n 

3   03   0J<~ 

(49 

3 

03 

-2  "3   V 

^  8ft 
lal 

P    C3    O 

43 

5 

■s     -1 

B*M  *M     fl 

OJ 

03 

O    O  '~ 

TJ 

e  of  c 
nties. 
Refer 

ill 

3    S/-N 

3 
o 
3 
i— l 

CJ    3* 

H h+0 

* 

t!    O 

* 

3   cj 

O 

co 

Classification  Amendment  Commission  303 

Table  9.  This  table  presents  figures  that  represent  an  attempt 
to  estimate,  by  counties,  the  assessed  values  that  might  be  placed 
on  standing  timber  in  the  event  that  the  differential  timber  tax 
plan  should  be  introduced.  Such  estimates  are  necessarily  hypo- 
thetical in  the  extreme,  and  subject  to  wide  margins  of  error. 
They  are  dependent  almost  as  much  on  the  exercise  of  personal 
judgment  as  upon  an  analysis  of  statistical  materials.  In  order 
to  emphasize  that  these  estimates  are  gross  approximations  of- 
fered without  any  pretense  of  precision,  two  estimates,  a  mini- 
mum and  a  maximum,  are  submitted  for  each  county.  The  in- 
tention is  to  suggest  the  probable  range  or  limits  within  which 
the  assessed  value  of  all  timber  would  be  likely  to  fall.  To  illus- 
trate, by  reference  to  Beaufort  County :  the  suggested  minimum 
ratio  of  timber  assessed  value  to  assessed  value  of  all  property 
is  0.44  percent,  and  the  maximum  ratio  is  5.98  percent.  Let  it  be 
assumed,  as  a  reasonable  possibility,  that  the  actual  figure  proves 
to  be  intermediate  between  these  limits,  say  3  percent.  In  that 
event,  if  the  differential  timber  tax  with  a  reduction  factor  of 
50  percent  were  in  effect,  it  would  mean  that  local  revenues  from 
ad  valorem  taxation  would  be  reduced  1.5  percent,  assuming  no 
other  changes  in  the  fiscal  situation. 

If  the  extreme  assumption  is  made  that  the  suggested  maxi- 
mum estimates  should  prove  to  be  the  correct  figures,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  no  county  would  suffer  as  great  a  reduction  as  5  percent 
in  its  property  tax  revenues  in  consequence  of  the  introduction 
of  the  differential  timber  tax.  Actually,  however,  it  is  unlikely 
that  this  program  would  result  in  a  decrease  of  as  much  as  2 
percent  in  half  or  more  of  the  counties  in  the  State,  under  present 
conditions.  In  the  future,  if  timber  stands  increase  in  volume 
and  value,  tax  receipts  from  them  would  mount  correspondingly. 

In  any  event,  and  with  all  due  allowance  for  the  inexactitude  of 
these  estimates,  the  conclusion  is  inescapable  that  the  adoption 
of  the  differential  timber  tax  in  North  Carolina  can,  at  the  most, 
have  only  a  negligible  effect  upon  county  budgets. 
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TABLE  9 

RELATION  OF  ESTIMATED  MINIMUM  AND  MAXIMUM  ASSESSED 

VALUES  OF   STUMPAGE   TO  ASSESSED  VALUE 

OF  ALL  PROPERTY,  1937 

Nineteen  Sample  Counties,  North  Carolina 


*Region  and  County 


Tidewater  and  Coastal  Plain: 
Beaufort  (less  1  township) 

Bladen... 

Cumberland 

Currituck 

Hertford 

Onslow 

Pasquotank 

Pitt... 

Washington 

Piedmont: 

Durham  (less  1  township). 
Harnett 

Iredell  (less  6  townships).. 
Stokes  (less  1  township)... 

Mountain: 

Buncombe 

Caldwell. 

Haywood 

Macon  (less  1  township) . . 

Rutherford 

Transylvania 


Assessed 

value  of 

all  property 


(1) 

Dollars 

$20,583,854 

11,019,971 

23,423,770 

4,307,986 

9,891,942 

7,635,305 

14,106,448 

34,210,492 

6,186,300 


103,310,544 

21,805,507 

tl 7, 503, 430 

7,157,503 


89,752,787 
21,816,092 
24,210,933 

5,354,986 
23,364,157 

4,905,159 


Estimated  Assessed  Value  of  Stumpage 


Minimum 


Value 


(2) 
Dollars 

91,000 
175,000 

49,000 

73,000 
400,000 

60,000 
150,000 
127,000 
130,000 


63,000 
66,000 
96,000 
35,000 


100,000 
200,000 
125,000 
50,000 
175,000 
100,000 


Ratio  to 

assessed 

value  of 

all  property 


(3) 

Percent 

0.44 
1.59 
0.21 
1.69 
4.04 
0.79 
1.06 
0.37 
2.10 


0.06 
.30 
.55 

.49 


.11 
.92 
.52 
.93 
.75 
2.04 


Maximum 


Value 


(4) 

Dollars 

$  1,230,000 
1,080,000 
1,110,000 
180,000 
970,000 
620,000 
320,000 
650,000 
410,000 


1,060,000 
690,000 
870,000 
650,000 


1,500,000 
750,000 
570,000 
500,000 

1,270,000 
280,000 


Ratio  to 

assessed 

value  of 

all  property 


(5) 

Percent 

5.98 
9.80 
4.74 
4.18 
9.81 
8.12 
2.27 
1.90 
6.63 


1.03 
3.16 
4.97 
9.08 


67 
44 
35 
34 
44 
71 


Source  of  data:  Assessment  rolls  of  respective  counties  and  estimates.  The  minimum  and  maximum  stumpage 
assessment  figures  are  estimates,  based  on  the  assumption  that  stumpage  (standing  timber)  had  been  treated  as  a 
separate  assessment  item,  apart  from  the  value  of  the  land,  in  every  county. 

*Refer  Table  4  for  names  of  missing  townships. 

jlncludes  City  of  Statesville.    Refer  Table  8,  footnote  **. 
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Table  10.  This  table  is  supplementary  in  character,  and  of  sec- 
ondary importance  as  compared  with  preceding  tables.  The  in- 
formation it  contains  is  perhaps  more  interesting  than  valuable. 
It  does  serve,  however,  to  reveal  the  lack  of  uniformity  in  as- 
sessed values  of  types  of  land  as  among  the  several  townships  in 
individual  counties. 

The  range  among  townships  of  average  assessed  values  for 
each  class  of  land  is  so  extreme  in  most  counties  that  it  cannot 
be  accepted  as  reflecting  variations  in  actual  land  values  within 
the  county.  Rather,  the  explanation  must  lie  in  the  inability  of 
township  assessors  to  reach  agreement  regarding  values  of  each 
type  of  land,  or  their  failure  to  establish  uniform  definitions  of 
these  types,  even  within  the  individual  county. 

The  names  of  the  townships  having  either  minimum  or  maxi- 
mum average  assessed  values  have  been  inserted  in  order  to  as- 
certain whether  or  not  the  level  of  assessed  values  was  consistent- 
ly either  high  or  low  in  particular  townships.  It  appears  that  the 
reverse  is  true,  in  general ;  in  only  a  few  counties  do  particular 
townships  consistently  have  either  high  or  low  assessed  values. 
For  example,  in  Currituck  County,  Moyock  Township  has  the 
minimum  average  assessed  values  per  acre  of  cultivatable  and 
waste  land,  but  the  maximum  for  pasture  land;  also,  Poplar 
Branch  Township  has  maximum  values  for  cultivatable  and  waste 
land,  but  minimum  values  for  wood  and  timber  land.  A  few  ex- 
ceptions to  this  generalization  may  be  noted,  particularly  in  Dur- 
ham County. 

In  the  main,  however,  it  is  evident  that  intracounty  assess- 
ments are  characteristically  erratic  and  arbitrary.  From  this  it 
may  be  concluded  that  the  present  system  of  assessment  admin- 
istration, in  which  the  county  supervisor  of  assessments  is 
charged  with  responsibility  for  integrating  the  work  of  local  as- 
sessors and  maintaining  consistent  and  uniform  levels  of  as- 
sessed values,  is  not  serving  to  establish  and  uphold  satisfactory 
assessment  conditions  and  an  equitable  distribution  of  the  ad 
valorem  tax  burden. 
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TABLE 

RANGE  BY  COUNTIES  OF  TOWNSHIP  AVERAGE 

Nineteen  Sample  Counties, 
(Names  of  townships  having  minimum  and 


Region  and  County 

Cultiva table  Land 

Pasture  Land 

Waste 

Minimum 

Maximum 

Minimum 

Maximum 

Minimum 

(1) 

'        (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Tidewater  and  Coastal  Plain  Section: 
Beaufort  (less  1  township).    ... 

Dollars 

37.24 
(Pantego) 

Dollars 

57.91 
(Washington) 

Dollars 

11.90 

(Chocowinity) 

Dollars 

39.72 
(Bath) 

Dollars 

2.11 
(Bath) 

Bladen 

10.58 
(Colly) 

30.26 
(Bladenboro) 

4.05 
(Lake  Creek) 

17.08 
(Abbotts) 

1.01 

(Abbotts) 

Cumberland 

20.18 
(Cedar  Creek) 

30.65 
(Pierce's  Mill) 

7.00 
(Cedar  Creek) 

16.27 
(Manchester) 

1.00 

(Manchester) 

Currituck _ 

35.17 
(Moyock) 

47.43 
(Poplar  Branch) 

11.38 
(Crawford) 

13.66 
(Moyock) 

4.54 

(Moyock) 

Hertford 

26.44 
(Winton) 

.     33.10 

(Harrellsville) 

10.94 

(Ahoskie) 

26.21 
(Harrellsville) 

9.22 

(Harrellsville) 

Onslow 

20.24 
(Stump  Sound) 

25.06 
(White  Oak) 

t 

t 

1.34 

(Stump  Sound) 

Pasquotank  . 

27.59 
(Newland) 

59.76 
(Nixonton) 

11.27 
(Newland) 

30.49 
(Providence) 

3.82 

(Mt.  Hermon) 

Pitt . 

34.42 
(Pactolus) 

66.46 
(Beaver  Dam) 

* 

* 

t 

Washington .  _ 

33.14 
(Skinnersville) 

49.04 
(Lee's  Mill) 

9.58 

(Skinnersville) 

19.64 
(Plymouth) 

3.66 

(Scuppernong) 

Piedmont  Section: 

Durham  (less  1  township) 

21.03 
(Carr) 

75.85 
(Durham) 

9.95 
(Carr) 

43.95 
(Durham) 

3.04 
(Carr) 

Harnett 

22.33 
(Johnsonville) 

63.09 

(Averasboro) 

7.63 

(Johnsonville) 

45.69 
(Averasboro) 

3.07 

(Johnsonville) 

Iredell  (less  6  townships) „ 

15.47 
(Eagle  Mills) 

29.94 
(Chambersburg) 

9.88 
(New  Hope) 

21.76 

(Chambersburg) 

0.90 
(Shiloh) 

Stokes  (less  1  township) 

14.43 

(Peters  Creek) 

30.00 
(Big  Creek) 

8.26 
(Snow  Creek) 

26.98 
(Sauratown) 

2.36 
(Danbury) 

Mountain  Section: 

Buncombe _  . 

13.24 
(Broad  River) 

58.62 
(Lower  Hominy) 

12.92 

(Sandy  Mush) 

31.38 
(Lower  Hominy) 

1.79 

(Sandy  Mush) 

Caldwell 

19.82 
(North  Catawba) 

74.74 
(Johns  River) 

10  66 

(Mulberry) 

37.09 
(Lovelady) 

1.17 

(Kings  Creek) 

Haywood .. . 

13.18 

(Cataloochee) 

92.60 
(Pigeon) 

10.45 
(Cataloochee) 

31.49 
(Pigeon) 

4.67 

(East  Fork) 

Macon  (less  1  township) 

12.73 
(Flats) 

38.70 
(Franklin) 

6.55 
(Burningtcwn) 

19.15 
(Franklin) 

3.77 
(Flats) 

Rutherford 

13.05 
(Morgan) 

30.80 
(Cclfax) 

6.70 

(Duncans  Creek) 

24.28 
(Cclfax) 

1.99 

(Camp  Creek) 

Transylvania .  . 

25.00 
(Gloucester) 

50.94 

(Brevard) 

12.65 
(Brevard) 

17.72 
(Eastatoe) 

5.04 

(Boyd) 

Source  of  data:    Assessment  rolls  of  respective  counties. 
*No  land  listed  under  this  classification  heading, 
flncluded  with  "woodland"  on  assessment  rolls. 
JOnly  one  township  lists  any  land  under  this  classification  heading. 
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ASSESSED    VALUES    FOR    EACH    LAND    CLASS 

North  Carolina,  1937 

maximum  values  shown  in  parentheses) 


Land 

Cutover  Land 

Woodland 

Timberland 

Maximum 

Minimum 

Maximum 

Minimum 

Maximum 

Minimum 

Maximum 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(ID 

(12) 

Dollars 

Dollars 

Dollars 

Dollars 

Dollars 

Dollars 

Dollars 

4.76 
(Long  Acre) 

* 

* 

6.08 

(Long  Acre) 

9.45 

(Washington) 

7.55 
(Long  Acre) 

15.44 
(Bath) 

4.97 
(Lake  Creek) 

2.97 
(French's  Creek) 

10.10 
(Hollow) 

* 

* 

5.56 
(Cypress) 

18.76 
(Central) 

5.86 
(Pierce's  Mill) 

5.46 
(Beaver  Dam) 

12.99 

(Seventy  First) 

* 

* 

7  82 
(Rockfish) 

25.13 
(Cedar  Creek) 

5.87 
(Poplar  Branch) 

t 

t 

7.84 
(Poplar  Branch) 

17.93 
(Fruitville) 

11.03 
(Poplar  Branch) 

27.58 
(Fruitville) 

11.90 

(Maneys  Neck) 

* 

* 

14.21 
(St.  Johns) 

26.87 
(Maneys  Neck) 

t 

t 

4.74 
(White  Oak) 

* 

* 

3.46 

(Swansboro) 

5.65 
(Jacksonville) 

3.00 

(Swansboro) 

6.08 
(Jacksonville) 

6.60 
(Nixonton) 

* 

* 

* 

* 

12.72 
(Nixonton) 

20.07 
(Mt.  Hermon) 

t 

* 

* 

7.04 
(Pactolus) 

13.12 

(Greenville) 

10.00 
(Beaver  Dam) 

22.28 
(Winterville) 

7.54 
(Lee's  Mill) 

* 

* 

* 

* 

6.44 

(Skinnersville) 

10.30 

(Lee's  Mill) 

22.34 
(Durham) 

* 

* 

11.67 

(Carr) 

48.90 
(Durham) 

8.99 
(Cedar  Fork) 

31.02 
(Durham) 

9.80 
(Black  River) 

5.64 
(Buckhorn) 

19.61 
(Neill's  Creek) 

* 

* 

8.08 
(Johnsonville) 

29.20 
(Grove) 

12.01 
(Barringer) 

* 

* 

5.44 
(New  Hope) 

18.94 
(Barringer) 

14.90 

(New  Hope) 

37.16 
(Union  Grove) 

7.70 
(Beaver  Island) 

* 

* 

10.17 
(Danbury) 

19.23 
(Sauratown) 

17.50 
(Danbury) 

24.48 
(Big  Creek) 

19.65 
(Hazel) 

4.79 
i   (Ivy) 

20.00 

(Hazel) 

9.05 
(Broad  River) 

39.33 
(Hazel) 

13.30 
(Broad  River) 

67.27 
(Black  Mountain) 

35.00 
(Lovelady) 

3.29 
(Wilson  Creek) 

24.78 
(Lovelady) 

* 

* 

5.89 
(Johns  River) 

36.77 
(Lovelady) 

12.56 

(Waynesville) 

* 

* 

6.32 
(Cecil) 

31.44 
(Clyde) 

5.31 

(Ivy  Hill) 

43.53 

(Pigeon) 

56.27 
(Franklin) 

t 

t 

4.23 
(Burningtown) 

24.06 

(Highlands) 

7.27 
(Smith  Bridge) 

18.35 
(Nantahala) 

19.23 
(Rutherfordton) 

* 

* 

3.98 
(Morgan) 

24.41 
(Colfax) 

3.33 

(Logans  Store) 

23.83 
(Rutherfordton) 

6.41 

(Brevard) 

4.12 

(Gloucester) 

6.21 

(Brevard) 

* 

* 

7.50 

(Brevard) 

9.84 
(Cathey's  Creek) 
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Intangible  Tax  Tables 

Table  1. 

Explanatory  Comments: 

1.  As  indicated  by  the  Table,  local  governments  suffered  a 
loss  in  revenue  of  at  least  $824,000  as  the  result  of  the  change  in 
the  method  and  rate  of  taxing  intangibles,  and  division  of  re- 
venue with  the  State.  Actually,  the  loss  was  somewhat  greater, 
as  the  Table  does  not  show  1937  levies  on  net  solvent  credits 
made  by  some  sixty-eight  cities  and  towns,  as  those  cities  and 
towns  either  made  no  reports  to  the  State  Board  of  Assessment 
or,  in  such  reports  as  they  made,  did  not  give  proper  informa- 
tion as  to  the  tax  value  of  net  solvent  credits.  The  1938  receipts 
of  these  towns  from  intangibles  are  shown  as  gains  by  the  Table, 
though,  if  proper  1937  information  were  available,  most  such 
towns  would  show  a  loss  and  the  remainder  would  show  much 
smaller  gains.  Were  proper  reports  available  from  these  units, 
most  of  which  are  very  small,  the  total  loss  to  local  governments 
would  probably  appear  as  not  more  than  $835,000.  Total  levies 
for  1937,  county  and  city,  would  appear  as  approximately  $1,- 
270,000,  and  the  local  units,  therefore,  lost  about  66%  of  their 
revenues  from  intangibles. 

2.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  entire  loss  of  revenue  to  coun- 
ties and  cities  did  not  come  about  by  virtue  of  classification  alone. 
Half  of  the  net  revenue  from  the  new  intangible  taxes,  or  $434,- 
000,  accrued  to  the  State,  which  levied  no  property  taxes  on  in- 
tangibles in  1937.  Had  the  local  units  received  the  entire  net 
revenue  in  1938,  as  they  did  in  1937,  their  revenue  loss  would 
have  totaled  only  some  $400,000. 

3.  The  Table  includes  the  hundred  counties  and  (exclusive  of 
the  sixty-eight  cities  and  towns  not  reporting  the  value  of  net 
credits  in  1937)  two  hundred  sixty  cities  and  towns.  Of  these, 
only  eight  counties  and  thirty-eight  cities  and  towns  had  a  net 
gain  in  revenue,  and  most  of  the  gains  were  in  very  small 
amounts.  All  other  counties  and  cities  suffered  losses  of  vary- 
ing amounts,  though  it  should  be  noted  that  approximately  31% 
of  the  entire  net  loss  occurred  in  two  counties  (Guilford  and 
Mecklenburg)  and  their  subdivisions. 
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TABLE  1 

COMPARATIVE  TAX  REVENUES  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  FROM 

INTANGIBLES,  1937   (LAST  YEAR  UNDER  GENERAL 

PROPERTY  TAX)  AND  1938   (FIRST  YEAR 

UNDER  CLASSIFIED  PROPERTY  TAX) 


Name  of  Unit 

Total  Tax 
Levy  on  Net 

Solvent 
Credits,  1937 

Distribution 

from  State, 

1938 

Loss  or  Gain 
to  Particular 
Unit  (Gain  In- 
dicated by  +) 

Loss  or  Gain 

to  County  and 

All  Subdivisions 

(Gain  Indicated 

by+) 

Alamance  County  1..             ... 

$      16,852.51 

4,836.41 

26.32 

3,347.12 

344.18 

4,088.98 

386.12 

2.455.25 

$        3,374.41 

1,680.99 

29.95 

266.13 

287.42 

734.37 

88.92 

572.17 

11.44 

2,011.09 

10.75 

29.16 

2.15 

33.70 

6.21 

9.56 

287.27 

959.62 

9.89 

82.93 

929.71 

5.32 

13.84 

19.17 

2,243.17 

12.00 

113.72 

488.29 

1,734.06 

105.71 

9.96 

8.95 

4.27 

169.95 

1,193.65 

46.47 

9.50 

52.07 

756.21 

66.56 

9,509.78 

8,982.94 

74.44 

377.95 

143.16 

2,554.77 

10.25 

873.93 

221.60 

6,428.96 

3,370.66 

117.02 

2,400.64 

162.31 

1,214.89 

7.88 

307.79 

689.54 

87.63 

149.15 

2.98 

$      13,478.10 

3,155.42 

+      3.63 

3,080.99 

56.76 

3,354.61 

297.20 

1,883.08 

+     11.44 

6,904.43 

70.60 

+    29.16 

+      2.15 

+    33.70 

41.29 

31.18 

2,279.71 

5,312.76 

136.56 

168.64 

36.61 

+      5.32 

+     13.84 

42.08 

1,702.80 

148.85 

27.40 

482.69 

4,794.51 

+    45.71 

222.20 

1.45 

+  4.27 

133.55 

2,778.30 

182.02 

109.27 

401.99 

615.98 

47.57 

8,721.47 

3,020.29 

275.94 

+  302.86 

+    87.50 

4,642.33 

+     10.25 

797.92 

427.91 

902.10 

277.34 

343.43 

6,885.68 

317.14 

5,815.32 

+      7.88 

140.80 

503.25 

+    87.63 

58.95 

9.80 

$        19,767.64 

Burlington.        .     . 

Elon  College .  . 

Graham 

Mebane3-_-                .     .  _ 

Alexander  County.               .     

3,651.81 

Taylorsville        „         .     _. 

Alleghany  County..     ...         _         

1,871.64 

Sparta  4  ...     .   . 

Anson  County  1.  _ .... 

8,915.52 
81.35 

9,262.20 

Ansonville.                ...         . ..  . 

Lilesville  4  .              _           .       

McFarlan  4..     . 

Morven  4..         ...            ... 

Peachland _.     ._         .            

Polkton 

Wadesboro ... 

Ashe  County            .         ... 
Jefferson...     .       .                    ...       .. 

47.50 

40.74 

2,566.98 

6,272.38 

146.45 

251.57 

966.32 

5,617.96 

W.Jefferson. . 

Avery  County ... 

59.53 

Banners  Elk  4.    . 

Elk  Park  4 

Newland ..          ....                    ._ 

61.25 

3,945.97 

160.85 

141.12 

970.98 

6,528.57 

60.00 

232.16 

10.40 

Beaufort  County  1_.  ...       .       ... 

2,361.74 

Aurora . .            .       . _. 

Belhaven..                ...     ..              .   

Washington  2.    _.       ..                         . . 

Bertie  County  1...     .... 

5,101.73 

Aulander  ..       ... 

Colerain            ...         ... 

... 

Kelford . 

Lewiston  4 

Windsor 

303.50 

3,971.95 

228.49 

118.77 

454.06 

1,372.19 

114.13 

18,231.25 

12,003.23 

350.38 

75.09 

55.66 

7,197.10 

Bladen  County  1 .    . . 

3,471.58 

Bladenboro.    ..         ..       . .            ... 

Clarkton.  ... 

Elizabethtown .         _              ..  _ 

Brunswick  County    ....         ... 

663.55 

Southport .       .... 

Buncombe  County  1 . .              .   .              . 

11,627.34 

Asheville . .....       ..       . 

Biltmore..     ...       ._ .       .... 

Black  Mountain 

Weaverville      .                                        

Burke  County  1. ....       ...... 

5,857.91 

Glen  Alpine    4 

Morganton  2 

1,671.85 
649.51 

7,331.06 

3,648.00 
460.45 

9,286.32 
479.45 

7,030.21 

Valdese.. 

Cabarrus  County   .          .  .              ... 

Concord  2 ...       _              _■_       .... 

Mt.  Pleasant ...            ....       .   .     . 

Caldwell  County  _.            ....... 

1,522.87 
13,010.26 

Granite  Falls..     .     .....     .       .....     _ 

Lenoir  2.   ._ _     '__              ... 

Rhodiss  3HL. 

Camden  County  1....                                .... 

448.59 
1,192.79 

140.82 

Carteret  County  .          ... 

484.37 

Beaufort  4..  .... 

Morehead  .     .       ..       _.       .     . 

208.10 

12.78 

Newport.  ... 

1.  Includes  all  special  district  and  school  administrative  unit  taxes  on  net  credits  except  those  levied  or  collected 

by  cities. 

2.  Includes  school  district  or  administrative  unit  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  city.  -    ■■ 

3.  City  or  town  is  in  more  than  one  county,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  within  the  county  with  which  listed. 

4.  Information  as  to  1937  tax  on  net  credits  not  reported.    Therefore,  gain  shown  in  Column  3  is  fictitious.    See 

Explanatory  Comments. 

5.  Failed  to  make  report  required  as  prerequisite  to  sharing  in  1938  revenue  from  intangibles. 
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TABLE  1— Continued 

COMPARATIVE  TAX  REVENUES  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  FROM 

INTANGIBLES,  1937   (LAST  YEAR  UNDER  GENERAL 

PROPERTY  TAX)  AND  1938  (FIRST  YEAR 

UNDER  CLASSIFIED  PROPERTY  TAX) 


Name  of  Unit 


Total  Tax 
Levy  on  Net 

Solvent 
Credits,  1937 


Distribution 

from  State, 

1938 


Loss  or  Gain 
to  Particular 
Unit  (Gain  In- 
dicated by  +) 


Loss  or  Gain 

to  County  and 

All  Subdivisions 

(Gain  Indicated 

by+) 


Caswell  County 

Milton  4 

Catawba  County 

Catawba. 

Claremont  4 

Conover 

Hickory 

Maiden 

Newton 

Longview  5 

Chatham  County 

Pittsboro 

SilerCity 

Cherokee  County  1 

Andrews 

Marble  4 

Murphy 

Chowan  County 

Edenton 

Clay  County 

Cleveland  County  1... 

Kings  Mountain 

Lattimore  4 

Shelby  2 

Waco 

Columbus  County 

Chadbourn 

Tabor  City 

Whiteville 

Lake  Waccamaw  4 . 

Craven  County  1 

Dover 

New  Bern  2 

Vanceboro 

Cumberland  County  1. 

Fayetteville 

Wade 

Currituck  County  1 

Dare  County  1 

Manteo  4 

Davidson  County  1 

Denton 

Lexington 

Thomasville  2 

Davie  County 

Mocksville 

Duplin  County  1 

Beulaville 

Calypso 

Kenansville  4 

Magnolia.. 

Rosehill 

Teacheys  4 

Wallace 

Warsaw 

Durham  County  1 

Durham  2 


$        3,463.04 


17,439.66 
220.09 


1,302.48 
6,635.70 

237.12 
1,457.17 

135.74 

4,130.03 

78.74 

403.13 
1,978.82 

219.33 


549.52 

3,604.02 

1,635.78 

296.88 

12,048.39 

849.75 


5,226.30 
19.02 

6,454.35 
172.22 
662.10 

1,806.73 


3,814.89 

74.42 

1,363.44 

159.19 

6,996.55 

1,067.90 

2.69 

2,923.20 

10.17 


10,757.04 

198.22 

2,166.78 

2,537.03 

3,238.06 

964.10 

8,326.47 

288.43 

57.36 


55.91 
69.11 


873.17 

176.62 

11,078.41 

21,166.90 


1,366.76 

6.18 

3,678.08 

19.01 

9.51 

84.44 

1,280.65 

98.43 

334.42 


1,367.72 

41.89 

141.80 

703.01 

82.55 

5.17 

166.92 

1,155.03 

392.03 

315.73 

2,360.63 

972.69 

7.41 

1,587.91 

8.89 

2,520.40 

86.11 

153.25 

344.73 

4.04 

1,718.12 

1.84 

558.36 

22.32 

3,842.14 

114.83 

2.77 

4,727.72 

249.59 

21.70 

3,413.84 

48.62 

1,464.47 

1,555.87 

884.66 

141.63 

2,223.49 

19.25 

5.18 

5.43 

6.66 

8.64 

1.48 

94.04 

103.91 

7,554.21 

14,795.52 


2,096. 

+      6. 

13,761. 

201. 

+      9. 

1,218. 

5,355. 

138. 

1,122. 

135. 

2,762. 

36. 

261. 

1,275. 

136. 

+      5. 

382. 

2,448. 

1,243. 

+     18. 

9,687. 

+  122, 

+      7. 

3,638. 

10 

3,933, 

86. 

508, 

1,462 

+      4. 

2,096. 

72. 

805. 

136. 

3,154. 

953. 

+ 

+  1,804. 

+  239. 

+    21. 

7,343. 

149. 

702. 

981. 

2,353. 

822. 

6,102. 

269. 

52. 

5. 

49. 

60, 

1 

779, 

72, 

3,524. 

6,371, 


+ 


+ 


2,090.10 
21,923.42 


3,060.49 
1,790.02 

3,692.74 

+      18.85 
13,205.93 

5,986.87 

3,111.30 
4,107.40 


+1,804.52 
H-    261.12 

9,176.27 


3,175.87 
7,378.99 


9,895.58 


1.  Includes  all  special  district  and  school  administrative  unit  taxes  on  net  credits  except  those  levied  or  collected 

by  cities. 

2.  Includes  school  district  or  administrative  unit  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  city. 

3.  City  or  town  is  in  more  than  one  county,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  within  the  county  with  which  listed. 

4.  Information  as  to  1937  tax  on  net  credits  not  reported.    Therefore,  gain  shown  in  Column  3  is  fictitious.    See 

Explanatory  Comments. 

5.  Failed  to  make  report  required  as  prerequisite  to  sharing  in  1938  revenue  from  intangibles. 
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TABLE  1— Continued 

COMPARATIVE  TAX  REVENUES  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  FROM 

INTANGIBLES,  1937   (LAST  YEAR  UNDER  GENERAL 

PROPERTY  TAX)  AND  1938   (FIRST  YEAR 

UNDER  CLASSIFIED  PROPERTY  TAX) 


Name  of  Unit 


Edgecombe  County  1 . 

Macclesfield 

Pinetops 

Tarboro 

Whitakers3 

Forsyth  County 

Kernersville 

Winston-Salem  2 . . . 

Franklin  County  1... 

Bunn  5 

Franklinton 

Louisburg 

Youngsville 

Gaston  County  1 

Belmont 

Bessemer  City 

Cherry  ville 

Dallas. 

Lowell 

Gastonia  2 

Mt.  Holly 

Stanly 

Gates  County 

Gatesville  4 

Graham  County 

Robbinsville 

Gnnville  County 

Creedmoor 

Oxford 

Stem  4 

Stoval! 

Greene  County 

Hookerton 

Snow  Hill 

Walstonburg 

Guilford  County  1 

Gibsonville3 

Greensboro  2 

High  Point  2 

Hamilton  Lakes  5.. 

Halifax  County  1 

Enfield 

Halifax 

Hobgood 

Littleton  3 

Roanoke  Rapids 

Scotland  Neck 

Weldon2 

Harnett  County 

Angier 

Dunn 

Lillington 

Haywood  County 

Canton  4 

Clyde 

Hazelwood 

Waynesville 

Henderson  County  1 . . 
East  Flat  Rock  4... 
Hendersonville  2 


Total  Tax 
Levy  on  Net 

Solvent 
Credits,  1937 


3,839.42 

8.00 

447.73 

193.25 

436.10 

29,942.74 

379.42 

29,518.30 

5,801.58 

33.00 

136.02 

1,904.02 

500.52 

20,620.82 

4,043.17 

250.38 

677.58 

9.50 

23.00 

5,872.24 

484.04 

70.78 

1,908.64 


Distribution 

from  State, 

1938 


458.63 
71.14 

9,858.37 

359.85 

2,889.95 


23.15 

4,532.82 

180.90 

1,142.70 

9  57 

75, 280 '.  79 

396.75 

81,340.82 

23,890.03 

3.54 

8,073.68 

1,151.15 

147.61 

2.00 

119.02 

876.58 

386.22 

789.09 

6,381.93 

281.49 

1,426.46 

366.48 

6,199.99 


119.45 

157.50 

1,597.25 

3,046.01 


961.66 


3,237.41 

21.05 

57.06 

591.17 

98.19 

17,322.52 

406.74 

27,463.86 

1,231.82 


159.39 

226.59 

17.00 

4,427.82 

317.78 

303.72 

263.90 

57.78 

13.27 

2,054.24 

323.24 

46.07 

605.10 

12.66 

259.68 

5.46 

2,306.28 

19.70 

560.92 

6.66 

3.77 

1,396.73 

23.74 

135.13 

6.56 

14,171.97 

179.64 

10,185.71 

6,935.08 


3,088.53 
268.80 

24.60 

13.21 
202.93 
565.86 
229.17 
308.90 
1,884.37 

54.56 
421.89 

75.03 

1,740.15 

518.33 

28.68 

64.53 

209.23 

1,407.34 

36.80 
759.64 


Loss  or  Gain 
to  Particular 
Unit  (Gain  In- 
dicated by  +) 


602.01 

+     13.05 

390.67 

+  397.92 

337.91 

12,620.22 

+    27.32 

2,054.44 

4,569.76 

33.00 

+    23.37 

1,677.43 

483.52 

16,193.00 

3,725.39 

+    53.34 

413.68 

+    48.28 

9.73 

3,818^00 

160.80 

24.71 

1,303.54 

+     12.66 

198.95 

65.68 

7,552.09 

340.15 

2,329.03 

+      6.66 

19.38 

3,136.09 

157.16 

1,007.57 

3.01 

61,108.82 

217.11 

71,155.11 

16,954.95 

3.54 

4,985.15 

882.35 

123.01 

11.21 

83.91 

310.72 

157.05 

480.19 

4,497.56 

226.93 

1,004.57 

291.45 

4,459.84 

+  518.33 

90.77 

92.97 

1,388.02 

1,638.67 

+    36.80 

202.02 


+ 

+ 


Loss  or  Gain 

to  County  and 

All  Subdivisions 

(Gain  Indicated 

by+) 


919.62 

14,647.34 
6,740.34 

24,243.69 


1,290.88 

264.63 

10,233.99 

4,303.83 
149,439.53 

6,843.35 


6,020.51 
5,513.27 

1,803.89 


1.  Includes  all  special  district  and  school  administrative  unit  taxes  on  net  credits  except  those  levied  or  collected 

by  cities. 

2.  Includes  school  district  or  administrative  unit  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  city. 

3.  City  or  town  is  in  more  than  one  county,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  within  the  county  with  which  listed. 

4.  Information  as  to  1937  tax  on  net  credits  not  reported.    Therefore,  gain  shown  in  Column  3  is  fictitious.    See 

Explanatory  Comments. 

5.  Failed  to  make  report  required  as  prerequisite  to  sharing  in  1938  revenue  from  intangibles. 
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TABLE  1— Continued 

COMPARATIVE  TAX  REVENUES  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  FROM 

INTANGIBLES,  1937   (LAST  YEAR  UNDER  GENERAL 

PROPERTY  TAX)  AND  1938  (FIRST  YEAR 

UNDER  CLASSIFIED  PROPERTY  TAX) 


Name  of  Unit 

Total  Tax 
Levy  on  Net 

Solvent 
Credits,  1937 

Distribution 

from  State, 

1938 

Loss  or  Gain 
to  Particular 
Unit  (Gain  In- 
dicated by  +) 

Loss  or  Gain 

to  County  and 

All  Subdivisions 

(Gain  Indicated 

by+) 

Hertford  County  1.      -     --     _.       ..     ... 

$        4,870.59 

1,048.17 

1,650.12 

161.38 

2,229.66 

.-       969.26 

2,092.17 

15,242.38 

521.24 

3,173.11 

80.00 

$        1,158.81 

316.25 

62.75 

30.90 

598.76 

129.66 

412.09 

2,992.90 

151.66 

949.14 

21.43 

6.18 

1,327.47 

253.60 

3,277.01 

127.48 

120.21 

23.35 

22.21 

1.15 

15.31 

123.27 

118.29 

496.98 

6.09 

924.76 

33.46 

477.97 

2,966.67 

1,022.65 

107.43 

3.69 

1,429.57 

320.42 

1,020.62 

133.82 

126.14 

833.56 

4.20 

51.63 

22.90 

1,346.28 

8.22 

1.64 

1.46 

5.66 

8.40 

6.21 

105.02 

343.56 

1,232.47 

289.54 

4.27 

20,091.33 

28,437.86 

63.56 

190.70 

97.79 

14.67 

$       3.711.78 

731.92 

1,587.37 

130.48 

1,630.90 

839.60 

1,680.08 

12,249.48 

369.58 

2,223.97 

58.57 

+      6.18 

2,241.43 

457.44 

7,347.45 

531.08 

363.70 

325.51 

+    22.21 

135.47 

48.86 

42.52 

+  118.29 

+     74.61 

16.69 

1,487.99 

+      1.83 

389.74 

3,097.89 

1,089.47 

42.66 

397.58 

5,818.27 

1,791.98 

984.50 

113.13 

+  126.14 

4,013.93 

61.84 

355.68 

26.98 

4,130.06 

8.65 

13.36 

+      1.46 

+      5.66 

50.40 

33.79 

1,773.52 

1,031.06 

6,340.73 

522.70 

40.73 

43,152.92 

66,026.37 

90.82 

309.99 

145.29 

28.20 

$          6,161.5 

Ahoskie     ....                       . .... 

Murfreesboro. _  __ 

Winton  .                ...                  .           _ 

Hoke  County..    ...... 

-    2,470.50 

Hyde  County.    .    .     ....           .  ..'-*-. 

1,680.08 

Iredell  County  1....                             .         .. 

14,895.42 

Mooresville  ..     ... 

Statesville  2. .         .           .  . 

Troutman..    .......           ._     ... 

Harmony  4       .         _.__-.     ... 

Jackson  County  1 

3,568.90 
711.04 
10,624.46 
658.56 
483.91 
348.86 

2,698.87 

Sylva               .-___-. 

Johnston  County   .. __;                     ... 

8,654.09 

Benson         ...            ...                .   . 

Clayton           .          .            ...              .... 

Four  Oaks     .        _                    ... 

Kenly  4 ...             .           ._       ._ 

Micro.            ...                    .... 

136.62 

64.17 

165.79 

Princeton    .                .                  - '  . 

Selma.     .....           .  .         .                _  _ 

Smithfield  4 . 

Jones  County     .       .           . 

422.37 

22.78 

2,412.75 

31.63 

867.71 
6,064.56 
2,112.12 

150.09 

401.27 
7,247.84 
2,112.40 
2,005.12 

246.95 

+      57.92 

Trenton _              ..           .... 

Lee  County..  ._         _.           .       _              ... 

1,875.90 

Jonesboro.       .                                                     .   . 
Sanford      .       ...                -_.-. 

Lenoir  County  1  .. _     .     .     ... 

Kinston  2...                      ..-._-__.___ 

4,627.60 

La  Grange .       _ 

Pink  Hill   . .  

Lincoln  County      ..       ____              ..... 

7,610.25 

Lincolnton      ...                  .                  ... 

Macon  County  1.      .         . 

971.49 

Franklin      . . ....     .     .     

Highlands  4.      .                       .     

Madison  County  1.       _         ...... 

Hot  Springs.  J.                                .. 

4,847.49 

66.04 

407.31 

49.88 

5,476.34 
16,87 
15.00 

4,458.43 

Marshall.    .                                             .  .         . 

Mars  Hill......... 

Martin  County  1   .                  ___i            -..__ 

7,033.72 

Everetts.     .       ..       .           ...       ... 

Hamilton     .. 

Hassell  4.   .   . 

Jamesville  4. 

Oak  City 

58.80 

40.00 

1,878.54 

1,374.62 

7,573.20 

812.24 

45.00 

63,244.25 

94,464.23 

154.38 

500.69 

243.08 

42.87 

Parmele..     ....         _                    .  .       

Robersonville. ...     ...     .         .... 

Williamston..     ... 

McDowell  County.  . 

6,904.16 

Marion  .... .. 

Nebo  ....     _,  .. 

Mecklenburg  County  1.              _.     . 

109,753.59 

Charlotte  2 

Cornelius  .     ..       _           .....     . 

Davidson  .. 

Huntersville..          .            ...     ._  .. 

Matthews...  ._       ..... 

1.  Includes  all  special  district  and  school  administrative  unit  taxes  on  net  credits  except  those  levied  or  collected 

by  cities. 

2.  Includes  school  district  or  administrative  unit  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  city. 

3.  City  or  town  is  in  more  than  one  county,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  within  the  county  with  which  listed. 

4.  Information  as  to  1937  tax  on  net  credits  not  reported.    Therefore,  gain  shown  in  Column  3  is  fictitious.    See 

Explanatory  Comments. 

5.  Failed  to  make  report  required  as  prerequisite  to  sharing  in  1938  revenue  from  intangibles.  .  . 
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TABLE  1— Continued 

COMPARATIVE  TAX  REVENUES  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  FROM 

INTANGIBLES,  1937   (LAST  YEAR  UNDER  GENERAL 

PROPERTY  TAX)  AND  1938   (FIRST  YEAR 

UNDER  CLASSIFIED  PROPERTY  TAX) 


Name  of  Unit 


Mitchell  County 

Spruce  Pine 

Montgomery  County—.. 

Biscoe 

Candor 

Mount  Gilead 

Star 

Troy 

Moore  County  1 

Aberdeen ■__'. 

Carthage 

Pinebluff 

Southern  Pines  4 

Vass 

Nash  County  1 ■-.. 

Bailey  4 

Battleboro  3 

Middlesex 

Nashville 

Sharpsburg  3-4 

Spring  Hope 

Rocky  Mount  2  and  3. 

New  Hanover  County  1 . 

Wilmington 

Wrightsville  4 

Carolina  Beach 

Northampton  County  1 . 

Jackson 

Conway  4 

Seaboard 

Margaretsville  4 

Severn  4 

Woodland  5 

Garysburg 

Onslow  County 

Jacksonville 

Richlands 

Swansboro  4 

Orange  County  1 

Carrboro •_ 

Chapel  Hill  2 ... 

Hillsboro 

Pamlico  County 

Oriental  4 .:. 

Pasquotank  County.--.. 
Elizabeth  City  2 

Pender  County  1 

Atkinson 

Burgaw I 

Perquimans  County 

Hertford 

Person  County 

Roxboro 


Total  Tax 
Levy  on  Net 

Solvent 
Credits,  1937 


1,856.26 

494.02 

3,288.59 

81.14 

66.00 

505.11 

55.13 

896.76 

2,695.51 

26.86 

151.74 

44.80 


39.75 
9,390.04 


25.51 

3.78 

457.37 


413.01 

2,678.76 
5,265.14 
7,017.08 


13.53 

8,763.60 

555.18 


401.90 


184.58 

27.00 

4,388.36 

751.27 

102.95 


6,015.53 
88.45 

1,686.45 
450.25 
315.79 


4,490.58 

2,962.46 

1,077.40 

1.37 

247.26 
4,061.90 

430.56 
4,552.40 

638.10 


Distribution 

from  State, 

1938 


618.33 

103.60 

2,173.02 

14.51 

14.51 

115.83 

40.17 

233.21 

3,116.40 

191.97 

188.16 

89.13 

152.35 

70.84 

4,046.91 

42.97 

24.60 

6.98 

153.60 

19.88 

129.44 

1,621.59 

5,208.75 

6,672.68 

217.70 

130.86 

1,987.34 

56.75 

14.71 

32.79 

1.68 

4.42 


4.20 

1,019.51 

64.42 

29.74 

8.64 

1,871.13 

134.61 

736.41 

141.58 

461.26 

16.78 

1,977.73 

1,262.33 

744.57 

1.70 

63.92 

719.28 

94.39 

1,326.78 

312.23 


Loss  or  Gain 
to  Particular 
Unit  (Gain  In- 
dicated by  +) 


+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 


+ 
+ 
+ 


1,237.93 
390.42 
1,115.57 
66.63 
51.49 
389.28 
14.96 
663.55 
+  420.89 
+  165.11 
36.42 
44.33 
152.35 
31.09 
5,343.13 
42.97 
.91 
3.20 
303.77 
19.88 
283.57 
1,057.17 
56.39 
344.40 
+  217.70 
+  117.33 
6,776.26 
498.43 
14.71 
369.11 
1.68 
4.42 
184.58 
22.80 
3,368.85 
686.85 
73.21 
+      8.64 
4,144.40 
+    46.16 
950.04 
308.67 
+  145.47 
+     16.78 
2,512.85 
1,700.13 
332.83 
+         .33 
183.34 
3,342.62 
336.17 
3,225.62 
325.87 


Loss  or  Gain 

to  County  and 

All  Subdivisions 

(Gain  Indicated 

by+) 


+ 

+ 
+ 


1,628.35 
2,301.48 


+    850.19 


6,922.50 


65.76 


7,830.37 


4,120.27 

5,356.95 

+     162.25 

4,212.98 

515.84 

3,678.79 
3,551.49 


1.  Includes  all  special  district  and  school  administrative  unit  taxes  on  net  credits  except  those  levied  or  collected 

by  cities. 

2.  Includes  school  district  or  administrative  unit  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  city. 

3.  City  or  town  is  in  more  than  one  county,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  within  the  county  with  which  listed. 

4.  Information  as  to  1937  tax  on  net  credits  not  reported.    Therefore,  gain  shown  in  Column  3  is  fictitious.    See 

Explanatory  Comments. 

5.  Failed  to  make  report  required  as  prerequisite  to  sharing  in  1938  revenue  from  intangibles. 
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TABLE  1— Continued 

COMPARATIVE  TAX  REVENUES  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  FROM 

INTANGIBLES,  1937   (LAST  YEAR  UNDER  GENERAL 

PROPERTY  TAX)  AND  1938  (FIRST  YEAR 

UNDER  CLASSIFIED  PROPERTY  TAX) 


Name  of  Unit 


Pitt  County  1 

Ayden 

Bethel  4 

Farmville 

Fountain 

Greenville  2 

Grifton 

Grimesland  4 

Winterville 

Polk  County  1 

Columbus  4 

Saluda 

Tryon 

Randolph  County 

Asheboro  2 

Franklinville  4 

Liberty 

Ramseur 

Randleman 

Staley  4 

Seagrove  4 

Richmond  County  1 . . 

Ellerbe  4 

Hamlet 

Rockingham 

Robeson  County  1 

Fairmont 

Lumber  Bridge  4 

Lumberton  2 

Maxton 

Orrum  4.. 

Parkton 

Pembroke. 

Proctorville  4 

Red  Springs 

Rowland 

St  Pauls 

Rockingham  County  1 . 

Leaksville 

Madison. 

Mayodan  4 

Reidsville 

Stoneville  4 

Rowan  County  1 

China  Grove 

East  Spencer  2 

Faith  4 

Gran  i  te  Quarry 

Landis 

Rockwell 

Salisbury  2 

Spencer 

Rutherford  County 

Ellenboro 

Forest  City 

Rutherfordton. 

Spindale 

Lake  Lure 


Total  Tax 
Levy  on  Net 

Solvent 
Credits,  1937 


15,713.03 

28.38 


5,244.96 

518.89 

2,990.24 

223.88 


390.03 
473.37 


12.80 

246.53 

9,714.52 

2,625.94 


224.03 
525.00 
333.90 


8,428.31 


466.66 

605.75 

8,641.40 

787.30 


1,455.43 
115.89 


83.55 
31.46 


520.79 

230.50 

15.24 

13,521.90 

1,852.30 

772.52 


817.29 


14,789.75 

270.66 

45.75 


40.00 

544.74 

334.82 

6,481.82 

335.94 

7,553.37 

23.63 

1,489.10 

1,328.27 

490.00 

5.31 


Distribution 

from  State, 

1938 


3,733.25 

200.25 

84.52 

345.47 

48.79 

1,197.52 

31.77 

6.81 

24.39 

1,910.76 

26.96 

139.53 

418.85 

1,877.96 

583.51 

10.35 

93.12 

62.35 

90.95 

1.63 

3.00 

1,713.98 

36.46 

385.11 

431.83 

3,421.27 

172.25 

3.94 

362.03 

105.19 

.44 

15.78 

28.93 

2.19 

130.17 

58.29 

82.40 

7,237.86 

469.13 

290.65 

21.46 

1,702.91 

31.21 

4,344.29 

142.91 

177.10 

3.51 

6.14 

48.22 

41.21 

3,556.10 

448.02 

2,098.56 

3.77 

236.75 

157.64 

354.10 

46.94 


Loss  or  Gain 
to  Particular 
Unit  (Gain  In- 
dicated by  +) 


+ 
+ 


11,979.78 

+  171.87 

+    84.52 

4,899.49 

470.10 

1,792.72 

192.11 

+      6.81 

365.64 

-1-  1,437.39 

+    26.96 

+  126.73 

+  172.32 

7,836.56 

2,042.43 

+     10.35 

130.92 

462.65 

242.95 

1.63 

3.00 

6,714.73 

+    36.46 

81.55 

173.92 

5,220.13 

615.05 

+      3.94 

1,093.40 

10.70 

.44 

67.77 

2.53 

2.19 

390.62 

172.21 

67.16 

6,284.04 

1,383.17 

481.87 

+    21.46 

+  885.62 

+    31.21 

10,445.46 

127.75 

+  131.35 

3.51 

33.86 

496.52 

293.61 

2,925.72 

+  112.08 

5,454.81 

19.86 

1,252.35 

1,170.63 

135.90 

+    41.63 


+ 


+ 


+ 


+ 


Loss  or  Gain 

to  County  and 

All  Subdivisions 

(Gain  Indicated 

by+) 


$        19,436.64 


+1,763.40 
10,700.52 


6,933.34 


7,498.68 


7,210.79 


14,075.96 


7,991.92 


1.  Includes  all  special  district  and  school  administrative  unit  taxes  on  net  credits  except  those  levied  or  collected 

by  cities. 

2.  Includes  school  district  or  administrative  unit  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  city. 

3.  City  or  town  is  in  more  than  one  county,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  within  the  county  with  which  listed. 

4.  Information  as  to  1937  tax  on  net  credits  not  reported.    Therefore,  gain  shown  in  Column  3  is  fictitious.    See 

Explanatory  Comments. 

5.  Failed  to  make  report  required  as  prerequisite  to  sharing  in  1938  revenue  from  intangibles. 
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TABLE  1— Continued 

comparative  tax  revenues  of  local  governments  from 

intangibles,  1937  (last  year  under  general 

property  tax)  and  1938  (first  year 

under  classified  property  tax) 


Name  of  Unit 


Sampson  County 

Clinton 

Garland 

Roseboro 

Salemburg  4 

Scotland  County  1 

East  Laurinburg  4. 

Gibson 

Laurinburg 

Wagram  4 

Stanly  County  1 

Albemarle 

New  London 

Norwood 

Oakboro  4 

Stokes  County 

Surry  County  1 

Elkin2 

Mt.  Airy 

Pilot  Mountain 

Swain  County 

Bryson  City  4 

Transylvania  County . 

Brevard 

Rosman  4 

Tyrrell  County 

Columbia  4 

Union  County  1 

Indian  Trail 

Marshville 

Monroe 

Waxhaw 

Wingate 

Vance  County 

Henderson 

Middleburg  4 

Wake  County  1 

Apex 

Cary  4 

Fuquay  Springs 

Garner  4 

Holly  Springs 

Knightdale  4 

Raleigh 

Wake  Forest 

Wendell 

Zebulon  4 

Warren  County  1 

Warrenton 

Macon 

Washington  County.. 

Creswell 

Plymouth  4 

Roper 

Watauga  County  1 

Blowing  Rock 

Boone 


Total  Tax 
Levy  on  Net 

Solvent 
Credits,  1937 


,449.79 

,129.01 

75.00 

385.11 


3,340.29 


3.61 

,878.67 


14, 
3, 


935.64 

722.26 

170.56 

6.25 


,193.25 
,582.15 
,396.14 
,122.40 
922.15 
,296.10 


376.21 
61.74 


828.32 


,573.22 

4.01 

289.07 

277.58 

177.60 

145.05 

,391.64 

,178.34 


14 


,330.66 
175.75 


392.43 
~~28~3T 


11 


899.16 
119.80 
546.90 


,130.46 
,491.85 

16.58 
941.69 

13.41 


11.34 

!, 197.63 

50.01 

55.50 


Distribution 

from  State, 

1938 


2,010.61 

377.36 

3.49 

91.16 

8.22 

1,839.87 

17.59 

139.88 

879.52 

105.58 

2,396.21 

487.61 

5.08 

80.72 

20.03 

1,253.75 

2,608.67 

569.37 

988.14 

63.87 

466.75 

135.20 

852.39 

246.01 

14.24 

242.70 

35.12 

1,926.20 

.99 

74.93 

444.89 

20.03 

5.94 

2,289.19 

1,708.80 

2.00 

5,759.46 

92.21 

97.20 

82.24 

8.72 

3.74 

3.74 

6,089.67 

95.95 

107.17 

120.87 

1,790.49 

284.37 

7.80 

532.63 

3.89 

100.43 

11.41 

582.38 

117.73 

84.24 


Loss  or  Gain 
to  Particular 
Unit  (Gain  In- 
dicated by  -j-) 


3,439 

751 

71 

293 

+      8 

1,500 

+    17 

+  136 

999 

+  105 

12,539 

3,234 

165 

+     74 

+    20 

5,939 

8,973 

826 

3,134 

858 

829 

+  135 

+  476 


+ 
+ 

+ 


184 

14 

585 

35 

7,647 

3 

214 

+  167 

157 

139 

7,102 

5,469 

+      2 

8,571 

83 

97 

310 


+ 


+ 


+ 


24 
3 

5,809 

23 

439 

+  120 

3,339 

1,207 

8 

409 

9 

+  100 

+ 

1,615 

+    67 

371 


.18 
.65 
.51 
.95 
.22 
.42 
.59 
.27 
.15 
.58 
.43 
.65 
.48 
.47 
.03 
.50 
.48 
.77 
.26 
.28 
.35 
.20 
.18 
.27 
.24 
.62 
.12 
.02 
.02 
.14 
.31 
.57 
.11 
.45 
.54 
.00 
.20 
..54 
.20 
.19 
.72 
.57 
.74 
.49 
.85 
.73 
.87 
.97 
.48 
.78 
.06 
.52 
.43 
.07 
.25 
.72 
.26 


Loss  or  Gain 

to  County  and 

All  Subdivisions 

(Gain  Indicated 

by+) 


4,548.07 


2,240.13 


15,845.06 


5,939.50 
13,792.79 


694.15 
+     674.69 

550.50 
7,993.55 


12,569.99 
15,032.04 


4,556.23 
318.08 

1,918.79 


1.  Includes  all  special  district  and  school  administrative  unit  taxes  on  net  credits  except  those  levied  or  collected 

by  cities. 

2.  Includes  school  district  or  administrative  unit  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  city. 

3.  City  or  town  is  in  more  than  one  county,  but  treated  hare  as  if  entirely  within  the  county  with  which  listed. 

4.    Information  as  to  1937  tax  on  net  credits  not  reported.    Therefore,  gain  shown  in  Column  3  is  fictitious.    See 

Explanatory  Comments. 
-5.    Failed  to  make  report  required  as  prerequisite  to  sharing  in  1938  revenue  from  intangibles. 
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TABLE  1— Continued 

COMPARATIVE  TAX  REVENUES  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  FROM 

INTANGIBLES,  1937   (LAST  YEAR  UNDER  GENERAL 

PROPERTY  TAX)  AND  1938  (FIRST  YEAR 

UNDER  CLASSIFIED  PROPERTY  TAX) 


Name  of  Unit 

Total  Tax 
Levy  on  Net 

Solvent 
Credits,  1937 

Distribution 

from  State, 

1938 

Loss  or  Gain 
to  Particular 
Unit  (Gain  In- 
dicated by  +) 

Loss  or  Gain 

to  County  and 

All  Subdivisions 

(Gain  Indicated 

by +) 

Wayne  County  1 ..111 _. 

1      11,514.11 

1,191.81 

2,413.04 

918.13 

73.39 

7,873.29 

3,176.37 

254.10 

S        4,259.82 

174.74 

1,757.78 

272.47 

7.12 

1,736.17 

670.22 

50.11 

12.10 

4,174.41 

15.22 

106.52 

32.87 

49.91 

1,701.30 

3.65 

1,376.24 

5.08 

59.82 

10.74 

551.98 

102.41 

$        7,254.29 

1,017.07 

655.26 

645.66 

66.27 

6,137.12 

2,506.15 

203.99 

+     12.10 

14,260.93 

85.03 

265.90 

+    32.87 

+    49.91 

4,660.55 

+      3.65 

5,424.30 

+      5.08 

165.18 

109.43 

1,034.36 

138.03 

$           9  638  55 

Fremont..  ...         .   .. .     .   . 

Goldsboro .       __     _     . 

Mt.  Olive 

Pikeville...   .         _..__...     . . 

Wilkes  County  I.  ....  -.._._         .... 

8,835.16 

N.  Wilkesboro  2 

Wilkesboro...  .         __       ... 

Ronda  4 ..  ..                       _     _ 

Wilson  County..   .. .     _             

18,435.34 
100.25 
372.42 

19,185.98 

Black  Creek..  _         ......     . . 

Elm  City 

Lucama  4 ... ...       ._ 

Stantonsburg  4 .     ... 

Wilson...  . ._-...... 

6,361.85 

Sims  4-.-..     ...         .. ..     .. 

Yadkin  County.. .     ...     ......  .... 

6,800.53 

5,693.83 

East  Bend  4...         .   .       ... 

Jonesville  .       ...     ..__     .   

Yadkinville  _   ...     ..     ..... 

Yancey  County.  ...     ..     .     ._ . 

225.00 

120.17 

1,586.34 

240.44 

1,172.39 

Burnsville.    . .     ...         .     .       ... 

Totals— County.         ..     ...       .   .:.     .... 

City 

$    777,257.65 
480,971.48 

$    255,928.93 
178,207.27 

$    521,328.72 
302,764.21 

Grand  Totals.  .....       .     ....     _. 

$1,258,229.13 

$    434,136.20 

$    824.092.93 

$      824,092.93 

1.  Includes  all  special  district  and  school  administrative  unit  taxes  on  net  credits  except  those  levied  or  collected 

by  cities. 

2.  Includes  school  district  or  administrative  unit  taxes  levied  or  collected  by  city. 

3.  City  or  town  is  in  more  than  one  county,  but  treated  here  as  if  entirely  within  the  county  with  which  listed 

4.  Information  as  to  1937  tax  on  net  credits  not  reported.    Therefore,  gain  shown  in  Column  3  is  fictitious.    See 

Explanatory  Comments. 

5.  Failed  to  make  report  required  as  prerequisite  to  sharing  in  1938  revenue  from  intangibles. 
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TABLE  2 

PERCENTAGE  OF  1937  TOTAL  TAX  VALUE  REPRESENTED 
NET  SOLVENT  CREDITS,  COUNTIES  BY  RANK 


BY 


1.  Ashe   11.61  51. 

2.  Yadkin  9.69  52. 

3.  Alleghany    6.68  53. 

4.  Wilson    6.51  54. 

5.  Northampton    5.87  55. 

6.  Guilford  5.81  56. 

7.  Vance  5.80  57. 

8.  Mecklenburg  5.40  58. 

9.  Wilkes    4.82  59. 

10.  Stanly , 4.75  60. 

11.  Surry   4.75  61. 

12.  Warren    4.68  62. 

13.  Cleveland  4.67  63. 

14.  Catawba  4.42  64. 

15.  Granville   4.40  65. 

16.  Perquimans  4.32  66. 

17.  Caldwell  4.26  67. 

18.  Orange  4.23  68. 

19.  Stokes    4.23  69. 

20.  Bertie  4.22  70. 

21.  Madison   4.16  71. 

22.  Alexander    4.10  72. 

23.  Lincoln  4.02  73. 

24.  Pitt   4.00  74. 

25.  Randolph  3.97  75. 

26.  Chowan 3.91  76. 

27.  Richmond  3.87  77. 

28.  Anson  3.85  78. 

29.  McDowell  3.66  79. 

30.  Union  3.65  80. 

31.  Rowan 3.60  81. 

32.  Alamance  3.58  82. 

33.  Hertford    3.57  83. 

34.  Davie    3.51  84. 

35.  Davidson    3.48  85. 

36.  Onslow   3.44  86. 

37.  Forsyth 3.38  87. 

38.  Greene    3.37  88. 

39.  Person    3.24  89. 

40.  Gaston    3.22  90. 

41.  Pasquotank  3.18  91. 

42.  Duplin 3.14  92. 

43.  Nash  3.14  93. 

44.  Martin    3.13  94. 

45.  Caswell  3.10  95. 

46.  Iredell  3.09  96. 

47.  Gates    3.00  97. 

48.  Sampson 2.99  98. 

49.  Scotland  2.87  99. 

50.  Hoke  2.77  100. 


Burke   

Wayne    

Jackson  

Rockingham 

Hyde  

Macon  

Columbus  

Cabarrus   

Johnston    

Franklin 

Watauga    

Yancey  

Rutherford 

Chatham    

Harnett    

Bladen    

Lenoir  

Haywood    

Wake 

Halifax    

Lee    

Montgomery    . 

Tyrrell   

Durham   

Cumberland    . 

Buncombe 

Craven   

Mitchell    

Robeson 

Cherokee    

Edgecombe    .... 

Beaufort 

Swain  

New  Hanover 

Currituck  

Henderson  

Brunswick  

Camden    

Avery  

Moore  

Washington  

Jones  

Pender    

Clay    

Carteret  

Graham   ;. 

Transylvania 

Polk 

Pamlico 

Dare   


2.76 
2.73 
2.69 
2.66 
2.65 
2.59 
2.56 
2.54 
2.46 
2.42 
2.28 
2.28 
2.16 
2.12 
2.11 
2.07 
2.00 
1.93 
1.93 
1.89 
1.78 
1.75 
1.71 
1.63 
1.62 
1.56 
1.52 
1.51 


51 

48 

48 

42 

36 

32 

28 

24 

12 

08 

05 

.98 

.85 

.79 

.79 

.74 

.65 

.60 

.47 

.40 

.37 

.02 
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Table  3. 

Explanatory  Comments: 

1.  It  will  be  noted  that,  while  net  valuations  for  1938  are 
shown  by  classes  of  intangibles,  those  for  1937  are  shown  only  in 
totals.  The  reason  is  that  in  1937,  under  the  tax  laws  in  force, 
taxpayers  listed  all  taxable  credits  and  then  deducted  from  the 
total  all  bona  fide  indebtedness,  thus  arriving  at  a  total  net  figure 
for  taxable  credits.  In  view  of  this,  it  was  impracticable  to  at- 
tempt to  break  down  the  1937  net  credits  into  the  various  classes. 

2.  It  will  be  noted  that  comparisons  for  each  county  are 
shown :  first,  excluding  1938  net  listings  of  corporate  stock,  ma- 
tured insurance,  annuities  and  certain  trust  funds;  and  second, 
including  these  items.  This  is  done  because,  in  1937,  all  cor- 
porate stocks  were  exempt  from  property  taxes  and,  to  a  large 
extent,  the  other  items  mentioned  were  also  exempt. 

3.  With  reference  to  the  "certain  trust  funds"  included  with 
insurance  and  annuities,  it  may  be  pointed  out  that  it  is  these 
trust  funds  which  account  in  large  measure  for  the  fact  that 
approximately  39%  of  all  valuation  reported  under  this  section 
was  reported  from  Guilford  County.  Location  of  the  principal 
offices  of  insurance  companies  in  particular  counties  does  not  in- 
fluence the  figures  given  for  those  counties,  as  the  value  of  poli- 
cies on  which  insurance  companies  paid  the  tax  (on  behalf  of 
the  policy  holders)  was  distributed,  for  purposes  of  the  Table, 
to  the  counties  in  which  the  policy  holders  reside. 

4.  The  column  showing  listings  of  bank  deposits  in  1938  is, 
to  some  extent,  an  improper  basis  for  comparison.  The  greater 
part  of  the  total  tax  on  bank  deposits  was  paid  by  banks  on  be- 
half of  their  depositors,  and  the  returns  made  by  the  banks  do 
not  show  the  names  and  residences  of  the  depositors.  Therefore, 
it  was  impossible  to  distribute  this  part  of  the  bank  deposit 
valuation  in  any  way  except  in  accordance  with  the  location  of 
the  bank  making  the  payment.  On  the  other  hand,  in  1937,  such 
bank  deposits  as  were  listed  were  listed  at  the  residence  or  prin- 
cipal office  of  the  depositor.  Many  residents  and  businesses  in 
the  smaller  counties  have  deposits  in  the  larger  banking  centers, 
notably  Charlotte  and  Winston-Salem.  The  general  effect  of  the 
shift  is  to  reduce  the  ratios  which  would  otherwise  appear  in  the 
last  two  columns  for  most  of  the  smaller  counties  and  to  increase 
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the  ratios  for  a  few  large  counties.  (This  situation  does  not  pre- 
judice the  smaller  counties  when  the  intangibles  tax  revenue  is 
•divided,  as  the  bank  deposit  tax  is  allocated  to  the  counties 
on  a  population  basis.) 

5.  It  will  be  noted  that,  for  the  State  as  a  whole,  bank  deposits 
accounted  for  52%  of  all  intangibles  taxed  by  the  State  in  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1938.  This  accounts  for  the  fact  that 
$455,873,000  in  valuation  produced  only  $905,000  in  revenue. 
The  average  rate  paid  on  all  valuations  taxed  was  thus  approx- 
imately 20c  per  $100. 
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Appendix  D 

OPINIONS    OF    THE    ATTORNEY    GENERAL    OF    NORTH 
CAROLINA  ON  CERTAIN  LEGAL  PHASES  OF  PROPERTY 
CLASSIFICATION  FOR  TAX  PURPOSES  AND  HOME- 
STEAD TAX  EXEMPTION 
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Mr.  Henry  Brandis,  Jr. 

Executive  Secretary 

Classification  Amendment  Commission 

Raleigh,  North  Carolina 

Dear  Mr.  Brandis: 

Your  letter  of  September  9  raises  difficult  questions  which  can- 
not be  adequately  answered  without  weeks  of  study.  I  have  in- 
vestigated the  first  question  at  some  length  and  the  answers  to 
all  the  questions  represent  the  best  judgment  of  this  office  to  the 
extent  that  we  were  able  to  study  them. 

(1)  Is  it  within  the  constitutional  power  of  the  General  As- 
sembly to  grant  a  property  tax  exemption  to  owner-occupied 
homes  with  respect  to  taxes  levied  to  service:  (a)  debts  in 
existence  prior  to  the  time  at  which  the  homestead  exemption 
amendment  to  the  State  Constitution  went  into  effect;  (b)  debts 
created  between  that  time  and  the  date  of  ratification  of  home- 
stead exemption  legislation? 

(a)  Debts  outstanding  prior  to  adoption  of  amendment  of 
1936. 

The  problem  involved  here  arises  under  the  provision  of 
the  United  States  Constitution  that  no  state  shall  pass  a  law  im- 
pairing the  obligation  of  contract.  The  underlying  theory  is  that 
the  law  existing  at  the  time  and  place  that  the  contract  is  entered 
into  is  incorporated  into  the  contract  itself.  Subsequent  legisla- 
tion should  not  impair  the  obligation  which  the  law  has  thus 
created.  Parties  have  vested  rights  in  the  contract  under  the  law 
in  existence  at  the  time  of  its  creation.  Most  of  the  famous 
United  States  Supreme  Court  cases  on  this  topic  have  involved 
private  debts.  Laws  which  have  sought  to  protect  and  alleviate 
the  condition  of  the  debtor  are  held  to  be  subject  to  the  limita- 
tion of  no  impairment  of  contract.  Edwards  v.  Kearzey,  96 
U.  S.  595.  This  case  reversed  the  Supreme  Court  of  North 
Carolina  and  held  that  an  increase  in  the  value  of  homesteads 
exempted  from  execution  under  the  Constitution  of  1868,  con- 
stituted an  impairment  as  to  pre-existing  debts.  The  same  pro- 
position is  sustained  in  the  recent  case  of  W.  B.  Worthen  Co. 
v.  Thomas,  292  U.  S.  426,  as  to  an  Arkansas  statute  undertak- 
ing to  exempt  from  the  claims  of  creditors  the  proceeds  of  in- 
surance policies.    Thus,  changes  in  the  mortgage  law  which  im- 
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posed  new  restrictions  and  conditions  upon  the  mortgagee  in  the 
enforcement  of  his  substantive  rights  are  generally  ruled  invalid 
as  an  impairment  of  the  contract.  To  this  there  is  an  emergency 
exception  as  in  the  famous  Minnesota  Mortgage  Moratorium 
<jase,  290  U.  S.  398.  See  discussion  of  this  in  connection  with 
recent  North  Carolina  cases  involving  relief  to  debtor-mort- 
gagors in  15  N.  C.  Law  Review,  273.  See  also  collection  of  cases 
in  93  A.  L.  R.  177. 

The  problem  of  public  debts  differs  fundamentally  from  that 
of  private  debts,  particularly  as  to  the  security  involved  in  each 
case,  but  the  tendency  of  the  courts  has  been  to  ignore  any  dis- 
tinction and  to  use  the  same  reasoning  in  cases  involving  public 
debts.  It  has  been  held  in  other  jurisdictions  that  the  homestead 
tax  exemption  is  unconstitutional  in  so  far  as  it  jeopardizes  taxa- 
tion for  the  payment  of  prior  debts.  In  other  words,  homesteads 
must  remain  taxable  at  least  to  contribute  to  the  payment  of  in- 
terest and  principal  on  bonded  debts  issued  prior  to  the  enact- 
ment of  the  exemption  provision. 

In  Nash  v.  Board  of  Commissioners  of  St.  Pauls,  211  N.  C. 
301,  the  plaintiff  was  a  resident  and  taxpayer  of  St.  Pauls, 
whose  outstanding  bonds  were  in  default.  An  ordinance 
proposed  to  retire  these  outstanding  bonds  with  refunding  bonds 
in  like  amount,  the  holders  of  said  refunding  bonds  being  sub- 
rogated to  all  the  rights  and  powers  of  the  holders  of  the  in- 
debtedness so  refunded.  Tlie  plaintiff  contended  that  this  violated 
the  homestead  exemption  amendment  of  1936,  in  that  bonds  will 
be  subject  to  the  continuing  power  of  the  Legislature  to  exempt 
from  taxation  homesteads  not  exceeding  $1000.00  in  value. 

The  plaintiff's  prayer  for  injunction  was  denied.  The  plaintiff, 
as  owner  of  real  estate  in  St.  Pauls,  would  be  benefited  rather 
than  injured  by  any  action  of  the  General  Assembly,  and  so  the 
plaintiff  could  not  complain.  Moreover,  the  refunding  bonds  by 
their  terms  left  unchanged  the  power  to  provide  for  payment  of 
the  indebtedness  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  its  original  creation. 

It  is  submitted  that  this  decision  does  not  control  the  case  of 
bonds  not  in  default,  as  the  question  before  the  court  involved 
bonds  in  default.  The  court  stated  the  general  rule  as  follows : 

"It  is  recognized  that  the  bonds  now  outstanding,  which 
defendants  seek  to  refund,  could  not  be  adversely  affected  by 
any  act  of  assembly  under  the  constitutional  change,  'for  a 
State,  no  more  by  constitutional  amendment  than  by  stat- 
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ute,  can  impair  the  vested  rights  held  by  the  creditor  in  as- 
surance of  his  debt.'  " 

The  same  proposition  is  carried  to  extreme  lengths  by  the 
Florida  Supreme  Court  in  a  series  of  decisions,  only  two  of  which 
will  be  mentioned  at  this  time.  In  Folks  v.  Marion  County, 
163  So.  298,  it  was  held  that  the  State  constitutional  amendment 
exempting  homesteads  from  taxation  could  not  affect  or  impair 
the  taxing  power  which  had  been  pledged  as  security  for  pay- 
ment of  county  bonds  outstanding  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment,  hence  homestead  property  remains  subject  to 
taxation  for  payment  of  such  bonds.  The  case  further  held  that 
the  same  rule  applied  to  refunding  bonds  proposed  to  be  issued 
and  sold  subsequent  to  the  adoption  of  the  homestead  exemption 
amendment,  that  the  refunding  bonds  were  not  new  obligations 
but  were  merely  extensions  of  the  original  contract.  The  Florida 
Supreme  Court  is  divided  on  this  point,  several  of  the  judges 
being  of  the  opinion  that  the  rule  should  apply  to  refunding  bonds 
only  when  those  bonds  are  exchanged  for  a  like  amount  of  the 
original  bonds,  but  should  not  apply  to  an  entire  issue  of  refund- 
ing bonds  offered  for  sale. 

In  State  v.  City  of  Orlando,  170  So.  887,  the  same  con- 
clusion is  reached  concerning  refunding  bonds,  whether  the  bonds 
were  directly  exchanged  for  the  outstanding  bonds  or  indebted- 
ness, or  whether  they  were  sold  and  their  proceeds  used  to  retire 
the  old  bonds  or  indebtedness.  See  102  A.  L.  R.  672. 
Accord : 

Keensey  v.  Kanawha  County  Court,  175  S.  E.  60  (W.  Va.). 

Chicago  Title  &Trust  Co.  v.  School  District,  12  S.  W.  (2d) 
881  (Ark.). 

Perry  v.  Town  of  Samson,  11  F.  (2d)  655  (Ala.). 

Rorick  v.  Board  of  Commissioners,  57  F.  (2d)  1048  (Fla.). 

As  a  result  of  these  decisions,  exemption  laws  turn  out  to  the 
distinct  advantage  of  bondholders  who  can  mandamus  a  tax  levy 
on  homesteads  which  will  be  wholly  for  their  benefit.  Indeed,  the 
claim  has  been  made  that  the  Florida  homestead  tax  exemption 
was  promoted  by  bondholders.  See  State  Homestead  Exemption 
Laws,  46  Yale  Law  Journal,  1023,  1038  (1937). 

There  are  many  practical  objections  to  the  results  of  the  above 
cases.  It  might  be  pointed  out  that  every  legislature  makes 
changes  in  the  "tax  base."  The  State  of  North  Carolina  had  out- 
standing bonds  when  the  legislature  abandoned  the  state  pro- 
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perty  tax.  Local  governments  had  outstanding  bonds  when  it 
exempted  corporate  stock,  when  it  partially  exempted  livestock 
and  when  it  took  intangibles  off  local  tax  books.  No  question  of 
impairing  the  obligation  of  contract  has  been  raised  in  connec- 
tion with  these  far-reaching  changes  in  taxation  in  North  Caro- 
lina, yet  if  the  above-mentioned  cases  are  to  be  followed  strictly, 
they  violate  the  obligation  of  contracts  clause.  (A  question  as  to 
the  constitutionality  of  the  exemption  of  corporate  stocks  was 
raised  in  the  cases  of  Person  v.  Doughton,  186,  N.  C.  723,  and  Per- 
son v.  Watts,  184  N.  C.  499,  and  the  Court,  in  effect,  permitted  the 
exemption,  though  the  decisions  turned  on  considerations  other 
than  the  impairment  of  contracts  doctrine.) 

In  re  opinion  of  the  Justices,  9  N.  E.  (2d)  189  (Mass.  1937), 
the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts  rendered  an  ad- 
visory opinion  holding  that  an  amendment  to  the  constitution 
which  would  limit  taxes  on  real  estate  in  any  year  to  2!/2%  of  the 
fair  cash  value,  would  not  necessarily  be  an  impairment  of  the 
obligation  of  contract.  However,  the  Massachusetts  case  is 
peculiar  in  that  the  property  of  any  inhabitant  of  a  county,  town, 
etc.,  is  liable  to  be  taken  on  a  judgment  against  the  corporation. 
This  gives  an  additional  security  to  the  bondholder,  which  does 
not  exist  in  North  Carolina.  The  Massachusetts  Court  indicated, 
however,  that  if  the  revenue  to  be  derived  from  taxation  was  the 
sole  remedy  of  the  bondholders,  there  would  be  grave  doubt  con- 
cerning the  constitutionality  of  the  proposed  amendment.  The 
Court  emphasized  the  idea  that  there  must  be  a  substantial  im- 
pairment of  the  obligation. 

Some  homestead  exemption  proposals  include  replacement 
funds  or  replacement  taxes.  In  general,  if  a  reasonably  adequate 
substitute  is  provided  for  the  security  which  is  taken  away,  as  a 
replacement  fund  or  tax  for  the  exempted  property,  there  would 
appear  to  be  no  impairment  at  all.  Certainly,  there  would  be  no 
substantial  impairment  and  the  bondholders  could  not  complain. 

The  only  case  which  discusses  this  matter  of  tax  exemption 
from  a  practical  viewpoint  is  Jones  v.  Citizens  Bank,  15 
S.  W.  (2d)  468  (Ky.  1929).  This  case  arose  under  the  Kentucky 
Classification  Amendment  of  1915,  the  act  of  the  legislature  in- 
volved having  been  passed  in  1924.  The  following  language  from 
the  court's  opinion  is  significant : 

"It  is  argued  further  that  the  Legislature,  as  to  pre-exist- 
ing debts,  is  not  authorized  to  change  the  property  that  is 
'subject  to  taxation,'  and  that  all  property  which  was  sub- 
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ject  to  taxation  when  the  bonds  were  issued  must  continue 
subject  to  taxation  so  long  as  the  bonds  are  outstanding,  re- 
gardless of  an  act  of  the  Assembly  to  the  contrary.  We  do 
not  doubt  that  section  157A  of  the  Constitution  conferred 
power  upon  the  county  to  issue  bonds  and  to  make  a  levy 
therefor  annually;  but  the  levy  when  made  must  apply  to 
the  property  then  taxable  for  local  purposes,  and  there  is 
no  provision  of  the  Constitution,  express  or  implied,  that  an 
assessment  shall  remain  as  it  may  happen  to  be  when  bonds 
are  issued,  or  that  the  same  property  shall  remain  liable  to 
taxation In  practical  operation  we  know  that  the  assess- 
ed valuation  constantly  changes  and  the  validity  of  debts 
contracted  are  determined  by  existing  facts  at  the  time  the 
debt  is  contracted,  but  the  annual  levies  apply  to  subsequent 
valuations  made  from  year  to  year.  It  is  a  proper  subject 
of  the  legislative  power,  when  authorized  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, to  determine  what  property  is  or  is  not  subject  to  local 
taxation.  It  has  never  been  held  that  the  power  to  levy  a  tax 
in  any  way  hampers  the  power  of  the  state  to  determine  the 
particular  property  on  which  the  tax  shall  operate." 

It  would  seem  to  be  clear  that  if  the  tax  rate  is  limited  in  such 
a  way  that  sufficient  funds  cannot  be  obtained  to  meet  principal 
and  interest  on  outstanding  indebtedness,  there  is  a  substantial 
impairment  of  the  obligation  of  contract.  However,  this  reason- 
ing does  not  follow  where  the  tax  rate  is  unlimited  and  there  is 
a  reduction  in  assessed  valuations,  or  if  the  "tax  base"  is  changed. 
Reasonable  homestead  exemption  would  leave  the  overwhelming 
portion  of  property,  taxable  at  present,  still  on  the  tax  rolls  for 
debt  service  taxation  at  unlimited  rates.  It  might  be  pointed  out 
that  in  1933  there  was  a  general  reduction  in  assessed  valuations 
of  real  estate  throughout  North  Carolina  averaging  25%,  done 
under  the  authority  of  the  Legislature.  This  reduction  in  valua- 
tion was  not  an  impairment  as  long  as  a  tax  rate  could  be  levied 
sufficient  to  meet  demands. 

Thus,  if  the  Legislature  passes  a  homestead  exemption  law,  the 
North  Carolina  Court  should  have  called  to  its  attention  the  dis- 
tinction between  cases  involving  private  debts  and  public  debts, 
and  to  the  distinction  between  changing  the  "tax  base"  and  limit- 
ing the  tax  rate.  A  bondholder  is  not  necessarily  prejudiced  by 
a  homestead  exemption,  unless  he  suffers  a  material  impairment 
of  his  security. 
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(b)  Debts  created  between  date  of  ratification  of  amendment 
in  1936  and  adoption  of  possible  homestead  legislation. 

After  the  Constitution  was  amended  giving  the  General  As- 
sembly a  discretionary  authority  to  exempt  homesteads,  bond- 
holders would  be  on  notice  of  possible  subsequent  action  by  the 
Legislature.  This  might  compare  with  the  present  situation  as  to 
charters  of  corporations  which  are  subject  to  alteration  or  re- 
peal by  the  Legislature.  By  means  of  this  provision  authoriz- 
ing the  alteration  or  repeal  of  charters  of  corporations,  the  States 
were  able  to  get  around  the  disastrous  effects  of  the  Dartmouth 
College  case.  Since  creditors  in  the  case  of  new  debts  created 
after  1936  would  have  full  notice  of  the  possibility  of  future 
legislation  exempting  homesteads,  it  might  well  be  argued  that 
when  the  Legislature  acts,  no  impairment  of  contract  would  be 
involved. 

This  question  was  touched  upon,  but  not  answered  in  Nash 
v.  Commissioners  of  St.  Pauls,  211  N.  C,  301,  where  the  Court 
said: 

"Even  if  it  be  conceded  that  the  proposed  refunding  bonds 
would  be  subject  to  the  discretionary  power  of  the  General  As- 
sembly hereafter  to  exempt  certain  residential  property  from 
taxation,  because  issued  after  the  adoption  of  the  1936  consti- 
tutional amendment  on  the  subject,  which  is  not  so  conceded  in 
view  of  the  provisions  of  the  Local  Government  Act  and  the 
ordinance  authorizing  the  issuance  of  said  bonds,  still  it  is  not 
perceived  wherein  this  would  in  any  wise  affect  the  validity  of 
said  bonds;  only  their  marketability,  perhaps." 

The  distinction  might  be  made  between  refunding  bonds  and 
new  obligations.  The  Florida  cases  hold  that  refunding  bonds 
are  governed  by  the  law  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  original  obli- 
gation. If  the  refunding  bond  is  merely  substituted  for  the  old 
bond,  this  reasoning  is  valid.  But  where  the  refunding  bond  issue 
is  sold  on  the  open  market,  it  should  be  treated  as  a  new  obliga- 
tion. The  St.  Pauls  case  involves  refunding  bonds,  in  which  the 
ordinance  authorizing  the  issue  provided  that  the  purchasers  of 
said  bonds  should  be  subrogated  to  all  the  rights  and  powers  of 
the  holders  of  the  original  indebtedness.  Such  an  ordinance  is 
authorized  by  C.  S.  2492(50)  b.  In  view  of  the  doubt  expressed 
in  the  case,  it  is  probable  that  new  obligations  issued  after  1936 
would  be  subject  to  future  homestead  exemption. 
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(2)  Could  the  General  Assembly  voluntarily  exclude  taxes  for 
particular  purposes,  such  as  taxes  levied  to  service  the  debts 
mentioned  above,  from  such  exemption  as  it  might  grant? 

The  above  discussion  of  the  impairment  of  the  obligation  of 
contracts  indicates  that  if  exempted  homesteads  remain  subject 
to  taxes  levied  to  service  outstanding  debts,  no  constitutional 
question  would  arise.  There  will  be  no  impairment  of  the  obliga- 
tion of  contract.  In  State  v.  Orlando,  170  So.,  887,  the  City  of 
Orlando  covenanted  that  the  tax  exemption  on  homesteads  should 
not  be  applicable  to  refunding  bonds.  In  other  words,  there 
would  be  a  tax  levy  on  homesteads  sufficient  to  meet  debt  service 
on  the  refunding  bonds.  The  Court  held  that  the  City  of  Orlando 
had  the  power  to  do  this,  and  I  do  not  see  any  objection  to  hold- 
ing that  the  State  of  North  Carolina  could  make  a  similar  pro- 
vision in  order  to  avoid  the  constitutional  restrictions.  The  an- 
swer to  the  second  question  is,  therefore,  yes. 

(3)  Would  it  be  within  the  constitutional  power  of  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly  to  grant  exemptions  in  different  amounts  to  dif- 
ferent homes?  More  specifically,  could  it:  (a)  grant  an  exemp- 
tion of  50%  of  the  tax  value  of  each  owner-occupied  home  up  to 
the  maximum  exempted  amount  permitted  by  the  Constitution  or 
any  lower  maximum  which  the  Legislature  might  fix?  (b)  grant 
an  exemption  to  homes  valued  for  tax  purposes  at  $1,000  or  less 
or  at  some  other  figure  fixed  by  the  Legislature,  without  grant- 
ing an  exemption  to  other  owner-occupied  homes?  (c)  provide 
different  levels  of  exemption  in  different  counties?  (d)  leave  the 
matter  of  exemption  optional  with  individual  taxing  units,  to  be 
acted  upon  as  financial  conditions  permit? 

(a)  The  answer  to  this  question  is  "yes."  This  suggestion 
would  meet  the  requirement  of  the  Constitution  that  "taxes  on 
property  shall  be  uniform  as  to  each  class  of  property  taxed." 

(b)  This  raises  a  problem  of  classification.  It  subdivides 
homesteads  into  those  (1)  valued  at  $1,000  or  less,  and  (2) 
valued  for  more  than  $1,000.  I  have  not  been  able  to  make  a  re- 
cent investigation  of  cases  involving  classification  based  on 
numerical  differences,  but  my  opinion  is  that  if  the  Court  looks 
at  the  round  figure  $1,000  as  marking  a  real  difference  between 
homes  of  the  poor  and  other  homes,  it  might  hold  the  distinction 
to  be  valid.    My  off-hand  reaction  is  that  the  "class  of  property 
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taxed"  is  really  homesteads,  and  that  the  Court  would  object  to  a 
classification  based  on  the  value  of  the  homestead. 

(c  and  d)  It  is  doubtful  whether  the  suggestions  concerning 
different  levels  of  exemption  in  different  counties,  whether  by 
legislative  act  or  by  home  rule,  would  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  Constitution  that  "taxes  on  property  shall  be  uniform  as  to 
each  class  of  property  taxed."  It  strikes  me  that  the  class  of  pro- 
perty taxed  is  homesteads,  and  not  homesteads  in  Wake  County 
or  any  other  county. 

(4)  Is  it  within  the  constitutional  power  of  the  General  As- 
sembly to  grant  an  exemption  as  to  county,  city  or  district  taxes 
without  granting  the  exemption  as  to  taxes  of  all  three  ? 

This  would  seem  to  meet  the  constitutional  requirement  that 
taxes  be  uniform  as  to  each  class  of  property  taxed  if  the  legisla- 
tive exemption  applied  only  to  county  taxes  or  to  county  and  dis- 
trict taxes.  In  such  case,  homesteads  would  still  be  exempted 
throughout  the  State.  If  either  city  or  district  taxes  were 
exempted,  without  exemption  for  county  taxes,  there  would  be  a 
possible  lack  of  uniformity  which  might  be  regarded  as  objec- 
tionable, as  some  home  owners  would  receive  no  benefits.  I  would 
answer  the  question  yes,  if  the  exemption  would  be  of  county 
taxes  alone,  or  of  county  and  district  taxes. 

(5)  Is  it  within  the  constitutional  power  of  the  General  As- 
sembly to  classify  forest  lands  for  property  tax  purposes  and 
provide  that  the  land  value  of  such  property  shall  be  assessed  at 
the  same  ratio  to  true  value  as  all  other  property,  but  that  the 
timber  value,  if  any,  shall  be  assessed  at  50%  of  that  ratio? 

This  is  a  problem  of  classification  in  which  timber  value  is 
separated  from  land  value.  I  can  see  no  constitutional  objection 
to  putting  forest  lands  into  a  separate  class  for  taxation  purposes. 
And  the  answer  to  this  question  would  be  yes. 

It  might  be  pointed  out,  in  connection  with  the  answers  to 
questions  3,  4,  and  5  that  the  constitutional  prohibition  against 
impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts  would  have  to  be  consider- 
ed. Taking  any  substantial  amount  of  valuation  off  the  tax  books 
might  result  in  an  impairment  of  contract  as  to  existing  indebted- 
ness. If  no  impairment  of  contract  question  is  involved,  the  an- 
swers given  above  represent  our  present  opinion. 
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(6)  Is  it  within  the  constitutional  power  of  the  General  As- 
sembly to  use  the  tax  classification  power  to  encourage  conserva- 
tion of  natural  resources  ?  That  is  to  say,  could  it  grant  preferen- 
tial tax  treatment,  for  instance,  to  owners  of  forest  land  who 
comply  with  specified  regulations  as  to  fire  control  or  other  regu- 
lations regarded  as  promoting  conservation  by  the  Assembly? 

This  would  not  seem  to  meet  the  requirement  as  to  uniformity. 
Taxes  would  not  be  uniform  as  to  each  class  of  property, — in  this 
case,  forest  lands,  mines,  etc.  The  purpose  of  the  tax,  as  sug- 
gested in  the  question,  is  regulation,  and  the  Courts  would  prob- 
ably resolve  the  difficulty  by  reference  to  the  police  power  of  the 
State.  Protection  of  forest  lands  from  fire  is  a  recognized  police 
power  purpose.  Cutting  restrictions  might  not  be.  Taxation  to 
accomplish  such  purposes  must  always  be  related  to  the  ques- 
tion of  accomplishing  the  same  purposes  by  regulation  alone. 

However,  in  North  Carolina  the  proposal  would  appear  to 
violate  the  uniformity  requirement.  There  would  be  an  attempt 
to  classify  forest  lands  according  to  compliance  by  the  owner 
with  various  regulations. 
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I  trust  that  this  letter  will  be  of  some  assistance  to  you 
and  the  Commission,  and  I  would  like  to  add  that  we  are  glad  to 
cooperate  with  you  in  this  important  study. 

I  would  like  to  caution  you  that  the  conclusions  expressed  here- 
in are  not  conclusions  based  on  any  exhaustive  legal  research,  but 
are  conclusions  arrived  at  after  as  careful  a  study  as  we  were 
able  to  give  to  this  matter,  in  view  of  other  pressing  demands  in 
this  office. 

Yours  very  truly, 
HARRY  McMULLAN, 

Attorney  General, 
By:  Robert  H.  Wettach, 

Assistant  Attorney  General 
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